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Foreword 


In prefacing a few remarks to another volume of the ConcorpIa 
THEOLOGICAL MonrTHLY as it begins its twelve months’ pilgrimage, 
I cannot do better than submit in translation with some comments 
several paragraphs written in 1879 and published in Lehre und 
Wehre by the sainted Prof. M. Guenther on the topic “Is the 
Missouri Synod Really Guilty of Overemphasizing Doctrinal Dif- 
ferences?” (Macht sich wirklich die Missourisynode einer Ueber- 
spannung in den Lehrdifferenzen schuldig?). The doctrinal debates 
in which we are engaged at present probably have called forth in 
the minds of many people today the very question which Professor 
Guenther discusses, and hence his essay may be considered as 
timely today as it was when it first appeared. His remarks, at any 
rate, will give every one of us an opportunity to examine the 
position which he personally holds. 

What induced the sainted professor to write on this topic 
was the criticism which Pastor H.O. Koehler of Mecklenburg had 
voiced touching Missouri’s course and which, couched in friendly, 
conciliatory language, treated the question, “Can the Demands 
Made by the Missouri Synod on the Lutheran Church Be Justified?” 
His contention was that in certain points Missouri places too 
much emphasis on doctrinal differences; and as belonging to this 
category he mentioned the teachings concerning the Antichrist, 
Sunday, usury, and the “transfer of the ministerial office” 
(Uebertragungslehre). 

With respect to the teaching on the Antichrist, Professor 
Guenther defends the course taken by a congregation of the 
Synodical Conference which had deposed a minister against whom, 
among other things, the charge had been raised that he denied 
that the Pope was the Antichrist. Professor Guenther writes, “And 
if we now, for the sake of argument, suppose that the congregation 
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had deposed its pastor merely because he denied the teaching 
concerning Antichrist which is propounded in the Lutheran Con- 
fessions on the basis of the Scriptures, who will fault it for this 
action? Which word of God says that it did wrong, that it went 
too far? The confessional writings are a safeguard for a con- 
gregation, preventing its ministers from teaching anything at 
all that enters their heads. A congregation obligates its pastor 
to be faithful to the Confessions and demands thereby of him 
that he preach the Word of God in only such a way as the 
Confessions indicate. Very properly it dismisses a minister who 
does not keep his promise. If the minister in one point departs 
from the Confessions, who will guarantee that he will not soon 
depart in other points likewise?” 

Concerning the charge which Pastor Koehler had raised against 
Lutherans holding the Missouri position in Germany who were 
reported to be unwilling to establish fellowship with Lutherans 
denying that the Pope is the Antichrist, Professor Guenther, after 
having drawn attention to the incorrectness of the report, says, 
“We repeat; the case was altogether different, but for the present 
we ignore the incorrectness of the report and assume that Pastor 
Muenkel’s description is correct. In that case Pastor Koehler should 
have remembered the saying Qui bene distinguit, bene docet. There 
is a big difference whether one in a certain situation says to a 
person who denies that the Pope is the Antichrist, ‘I cannot work 
jointly with you,’ or whether one says to him, ‘You cannot be 
saved.’ And how can Pastor Koehler put these two expressions 
‘divisive of church fellowship’ and ‘connected with the soul’s 
salvation’ on the same level? Certainly he does not hold the prin- 
ciple that we have to have church-fellowship with all those people 
concerning whom we entertain the hope that they will be saved! 
Not even everything which is absolutely divisive of church- 
fellowship is necessarily destructive of the soul’s salvation. Now, 
does Pastor Koehler really in all seriousness wish to prove from 
the above reports, which, we repeat, are in need of thorough- 
going revision, that the Missouri Synod as such absolutely denies 
church-fellowship to those who do not believe that the Pope is 
the Antichrist and declares that they cannot be saved? Yes, such 
is his position, for he continues, ‘And hence fairness demands that 
we mention that even among the Missourians themselves many 
individuals do not go farther. Thus Brunn, as early as 1873 (Lehre 
und Wehre, 1873, p. 290) wrote the proposition “Although we are 
of the opinion that acceptance of the symbolical writings includes 
likewise those doctrines which are non-fundamental, for instance, 
that of the Antichrist, nevertheless we share the opinion of the 
fathers that a difference of opinion in non-fundamental doctrines 
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cannot be regarded as heresy, that it does not absolutely exclude 
one from the office of a teacher in the Church and does not hinder 
true spiritual communion if thereby a person does not knowingly 
reject the Word of God or cause divisions in the Church.”’” 

Professor Guenther then continues, “It is inexplicable to us 
how Pastor Koehler can argue as he does; we do not know what 
to say. Let the reader consider the situation. His assertion that 
the Missouri Synod looks upon the denial that the Pope is the 
Antichrist as divisive of church-fellowship and, at that, as abso- 
lutely, under all circumstances divisive, he tries to prove by two 
events concerning which he, in addition, is misinformed and in 
which the issue was not at all refusal of church-fellowship on 
account of denial of the doctrine that the Pope is the Antichrist. 
The other assertion, however, that in the Missouri Synod there 
are people, and not a few at that, who will not go so far, he proves 
with a statement in an official publication of the Missouri Synod. 
Should a person not expect that he would prove what he charges 
a body as such with by reference to declarations in its publications, 
reports, and journals? For whatever appears in the latter must 
be considered official unless the body rejects it. ... But what 
shall we say if the position which he quotes as an exception voiced 
in Lehre und Wehre is not merely the opinion of many individuals 
but of the whole Missouri Synod? And that precisely is the case. 
The examples adduced by Pastor Koehler, by means of which he 
endeavors to prove what is the dominant position in the Missouri 
Synod, by no means .. . contradict the proposition of Brunn quoted 
from Lehre und Wehre, according to which a difference of opinion 
in this question cannot be regarded as a heresy, does not absolutely 
exclude from the position of a teacher in the Church, nor hinder 
the true spiritual communion, provided a person does not thereby 
knowingly reject the Word of God or cause divisions in the Church. 
Pastor Koehler evidently has overlooked the words in the quota- 
tion ‘not absolutely’ and the appended limitation ‘provided thereby,’ 
etc. This simple presentation will without a doubt convince Pastor 
Koehler and every impartial reader that there is no overemphasis 
concerning the doctrine of the Antichrist on the part of the 
Missouri Synod.” . 

Next Professor Guenther examines the charge that with respect 
to the teaching concerning Sunday our church-body is guilty of 
such an overemphasis. Pastor Koehler had stated that, on the 
whole, he approves of Missouri’s position. His criticism is that 
Missouri is too polemical in its presentation of this doctrine, 
opposing the Puritanical conception of Sabbath observance without 
stressing the correct keeping of Sunday. Professor Guenther in 
reply submits passages from Missouri Synod literature showing 
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that what Pastor Koehler thinks is neglected is given much 
emphasis.- Concerning Johann Gerhard, to whom Pastor Koehler 
had referred, Professor Guenther writes, “Since later theologians, 
among them the esteemed Gerhard, in this question do not fully 
agree with the Augsburg Confession, we cannot fully join them 
in the manner in which they treat the positive side of this subject.” 
After having shown that Pastor Koehler is wrong when he holds 
that we have to acknowledge a natural foundation for the obser- 
vance “of this holy day,” Professor Guenther continues, “Very 
strange we find Pastor Koehler’s conclusion of this section, ‘Well, 
in the question of Sunday, I base my position on Luther as well 
as Missouri does — hence on account of such researches we cannot 
grant the Missourians the right of saying Damnamus!’ That 
Pastor Koehler in the teaching concerning Sunday places himself 
on the position of Luther and teaches as Luther does is a cause 
for rejoicing, but we have to add that Luther himself would 
protest against the attempt of Pastor Koehler to make him his 
authority for the hypothesis that the keeping of a weekly holiday 
rests on natural observations. With respect to ‘researches’ we 
shall refrain from uttering ‘Damnamus’ if only Pastor Koehler 
through them does not wish to limit the evangelical freedom from 
the Old Testament Sabbath law. We now put the question, What 
of the overemphasis of Missouri on doctrinal differences with 
respect to the question of Sunday observance?” — Reading the 
remarks of the two debaters on this matter, one finds that no proof 
is brought that Missouri considered the position held, for instance, 
by Gerhard that according to God’s will one day out of seven 
has to be set aside as a day of rest and worship as an error which 
is absolutely divisive of church-fellowship nor that it became one- 
sided in its rejection of Puritanical views on the keeping of Sunday. 

From the discussion of the question of usury, in which 
quotations from Luther play an important role, it is sufficient 
that I quote the last paragraph of Professor Guenther, “The 
criticism which Pastor Koehler voices against Missouri, claiming 
that it requests a law [that is, of the State] and goes beyond Luther 
has no foundation in fact. And when he himself admits, “These 
differences in the teaching on the taking of interest are according 
to the own statements of Walther and Brunn not divisive of church- 
fellowship,’ etc. — one really cannot see why Missouri should here 
be accused of overemphasizing doctrinal differences, at what point 
there might be such an overemphasis, and why such a charge 
is made at all.” 

Finally, Professor Guenther looks at the charge that Missouri 
overemphasizes doctrinal differences with respect to the office of 
the holy ministry. Professor Guenther writes, “The fourth point 
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to which Pastor Koehler has devoted attention reads, ‘All these 
doctrinal differences (Antichrist, question of Sunday observance, 
usury) are just now put into the background by the doctrine of 
the transfer of the ministerial office (Uebertragungslehre).’ In the 
first place, Pastor Koehler introduces a declaration made at the 
colloquy with Buffalo. Next he makes the admission ‘that this 
congregational principle of the Missourians is widely different from 
the modern tendency which is sponsored especially by the Pro- 
testantenverein,’ but he adds, ‘Nevertheless, this so-called transfer 
teaching has offended many people and has caused the Immanuel 
Free Church and the Missouri Synod to cease having altar-fellow- 
ship and fraternal relations.” Professor Guenther very correctly 
continues, “We inquire, Does this prove that the transfer teaching 
is false? May the fact that a doctrine causes offense and leads to 
the separation of churches be made a criterion of its Scriptural- 
ness? In that case the whole teaching concerning Christ must be 
thrown overboard.” Then there follows a lengthy discussion in 
which it is brought out that this so-called transfer teaching is 
that of the confessional writings and of the dogmaticians of our 
Church and that it agrees with the Holy Scriptures. As far as 
the bearing of differences concerning this doctrine on church- 
fellowship is concerned, this paragraph of Professor Guenther is 
pertinent, “Continuing, Pastor Koehler says of Diedrich [leader 
of the Immanuel Synod] and his followers, “They criticize Missouri’; 
and of Missouri he says, ‘It pronounces the sentence of excommuni- 
cation on Diedrich and his adherents.’ The former statement is 
not entirely true, and the second is altogether untrue. Pastor 
Diedrich and his followers not only criticize Missouri, but they 
express the most bitter, hateful, and unjust judgments against us. 
On the other hand, Missouri has never pronounced a sentence 
of excommunication on them. It is not proper to utter such an 
untruth.” 

The final paragraph of Professor Guenther reads, “Pastor 
Koehler laments, ‘Konsistorialrat Kuehn with the Eisenach Con- 
ference and Lentz in Amsterdam, besides von Nolcken in Livland 
and Max Frommel in Baden, have urged that peace be made and 
have in one way or the other offered their mediation, but in vain.’ 
We put the question, Can Pastor Koehler prove that the basis of 
the peace proposal mentioned was the true teaching of the 
symbolical books, especially of the Smalcald Articles, and that 
Missouri refused to entertain them merely because the word 
‘transfer’ (Uebertragung) was not found in them, and that it 
stubbornly insisted on its acceptance? We need no mediation and 
proposals of peace. What binds us is unhesitating, sincere accep- 
tance of our Confessions; hence the last sentence of Pastor Koehler 
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likewise is not to the point: “The doctrine of the ministerial office 
is the matter which hinders church-fellowship between the various 
free churches.’ Now what remains of the ‘overemphasis of doc- 
trinal differences’?” 

Only few comments are required. That the article of Professor 
Guenther from which the above paragraphs are taken had the 
full approval of his colleagues, Professors Walther, Lange, Schaller, 
and Pieper, is beyond all doubt. 

The significance of what Professor Guenther writes is apparent. 
It is evident, in the first place, that he is not willing to surrender 
one iota of what God in the Holy Scriptures has revealed to us. 
Whether it is Johann Gerhard or some more recent Lutheran 
theologian who has diverged from the pure doctrine of God’s 
Word in a certain point, the error is not, on account of the 
eminence of the men advocating it, treated with indifference. 
Nor is the aura popularis, the popularity of an idea, permitted to 
be the arbiter for him when the question arises whether a certain 
teaching is right or wrong. Professor Guenther’s words breathe the 
spirit which all the world has come to regard as characteristic 
of Missouri, an uncompromising insistence on loyalty to Scripture 
teaching. Professor Guenther as well as the other fathers were 
of the conviction that indifference toward anything the Word of 
God says is a crimen laesae maiestatis divinae. On that score 
they held there could be no surrender, no weakening. 

But the article of Professor Guenther brings out another 
important fact. It shows that our fathers were not of the opinion 
that every doctrinal aberration has to be regarded as by itself 
divisive of church-fellowship. For example, while they believed 
that it is Scripture teaching that the Pope is the Antichrist, they 
did not hold that a denial of this teaching necessarily makes 
all fraternal relationships impossible. They believed that the 
doctrine which identifies the Pope as the Antichrist is a non- 
fundamental doctrine, that is, a doctrine not belonging to that 
group of teachings which form the foundation of our faith. It was 
clear to them, of course, that the rejection even of a non-funda- 
mental doctrine might become absolutely divisive. If such rejection 
betokened unwillingness to bow to God’s authority, they held that 
it necessarily, if persisted in, had to lead to a separation and raise 
a barrier between church-bodies. 

; That the position briefly sketched here in its two aspects, 

that of uncompremising loyalty to the Scriptures and of willing- 
ness to bear with a brother or a church-body differing with us in 
non-fundamental teachings, was really the position of our fathers 
can be seen not only from the article of Professor Guenther sub- 
mitted here in its salient paragraphs, but, among other declarations, 
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from the Foreword of Lehre und Wehre of 1876, likewise written 
by Professor Guenther, and published in part in translation in 
this journal in the April, 1941, issue and from the splendid essay 
of Dr. Walther on the topic, The False Arguments for the Modern 
Theory of Open Questions, which was published in Lehre und 
Wehre, 1868, and was translated for this journal in 1939 in the 
issues from April to November inclusive. Perhaps the clearest and 
most definite utterance of Dr. Walther on this subject was penned 
by him in 1871 when he, in an article published in Der Lutheraner 
(Lutheraner, Vol. 27, p. 131), wrote thus, “Let, then, everybody who 
wishes to know it take note that we are able to distinguish between 
articles of faith and such doctrines as do not belong to this 
category. It is true that we do not permit any person to change 
a Scripture doctrine, whether it appear significant or not, into 
an open question. But while we deem it necessary to contend to 
the utmost for every article of faith, every one of which belongs to 
the basis of our faith and hope, and while we cannot but condemn 
the opposing error and withdraw the hand of fellowship from 
those who stubbornly entertain this error, we by no means con- 
sider it necessary under all circumstances to wage the same sort 
of warfare for Scripture doctrines which are not articles of faith; 
and much less do we consider it imperative to pass the sentence 
of condemnation on the opposing error, though we reject it, and 
to sever fraternal relations with those who err in this point only. 
If in a doctrinal controversy the dispute pertains to doctrines 
which do not belong to the articles of faith, then for us everything 
depends on the question whether the opponents manifestly contra- 
dict because they are unwilling to bow to the Word of God, hence 
whether they, though ostensibly not attacking the fundamental 
teachings of the Word of God, nevertheless subvert the very 
foundation on which these teachings rest, the Word of God itself.” 
These words are so lucid that interpretation is superfluous. 

It must, of course, be granted that the mere fact that our 
pious and honored fathers held a certain position is no proof 
that this position is Scriptural. They were fallible human beings, 
just as our whole church-body is fallible and can err. But their 
adherence to a given principle certainly should induce us to 
bestow on such principle earnest and prayerful study. Knowing 
their devotion to the truth, we quite properly are predisposed in 
favor of accepting what they stood for. However, when all that 
can be said on this head has been stated, we all have to agree 
that it is not the fathers, but we who have to decide what we must 
regard as Scripture doctrine; that not they, but we, with our con- 
temporaneous fellow-believers, constitute the Church of 1942; and 
that we ourselves have to examine all doctrines in the light of 
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the Holy Scriptures and see whether they are given by God or made 
by men. . It is incumbent on us to examine whether in our position 
today we become guilty of giving an exaggerated importance to 
doctrinal differences. These lines are written in the conviction that 
if we adhere to the two principles set forth above, that of un- 
swerving loyalty to everything the Scriptures say and teach, and 
that of willingness to bear with those who err in non-fundamental 
doctrines, as long as their error must not be regarded as due to 
disloyalty to the Scriptures, we cannot justly be accused of over- 
emphasizing doctrinal differences. It would be a calamity if in 
a day of confusion and apostasy, when a deluge of heretical teaching 
and unbelief rushes upon the Church, our Synod should cease to 
manifest the firm, manly, courageous attitude of Luther, Chemnitz, 
and our own synodical fathers in behalf of the truth and adopt a 
compromising stand in matters of doctrine and church practice. 
It would, however, be a calamity, too, in these days when Chris- 
tians need mutual strengthening, if in our zeal to defend the 
truth we should violate the principles of love, patience, and for- 
bearance which the Scriptures plainly inculcate, and give to certain 
doctrinal differences an importance, which they, taken by them- 
selves, do not possess. That there are numerous questions which 
suggest themselves as this topic is studied and that an examination 
of the Scriptural considerations underlying the stand of the fathers 
is urgently required, no one will deny. My hope is that in the 
coming months conferences and individuals will give earnest and 
prayerful attention to this subject in its various ramifications. 
May the great Head of the Church mercifully grant all of us His 
Holy Spirit as we ponder the work and the responsibility which 
at the opening of the new year rest upon our shoulders. 


W. ARNDT 
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Verba: Inspiration — a Stumbling-Block to the Jews 
and Foolishness to the Greeks 


(Continued) 


There is no end to the sophistries, misstatements, and puerilities 
which the moderns marshal against Verbal Inspiration. But there 
is an end to the readers’ patience. So we shall bring our examina- 
tion of the first objection to an end with the present writing. 

No. 18. When the moderns ask us to yield up Verbal Inspira- 
tion, frankly to admit that the holy writers made many mistakes, 
in order to give the infidel less cause to be offended and keep men 
from being forced into skepticism, they commit a psychological 
fallacy.— The moderns actually make this proposal. “Take the 
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utterances which trench on the domain of science,” insist that 
these utterances are true, “and men like Tyndall and Huxley are 
forced into skepticism. ... Because there are some things in the 
Bible he cannot be quite sure of, he gives it all up.” (J.M. 
Gibson.) We must “shorten our line of defense,” give up the 
teaching that “the very words of Scripture are the Word of God,” 
if we would gain men whose “Weltanschauung, or philosophical 
outlook, is different” (J. Aberly). See pages 261 ff. and 404 above 
for these and other similar statements. “Seelenmordende Verbal- 
inspiration” is the term used by Dr. Johannes Meinhold (Pastoral- 
blaetter, 1933, p.443). R.F.Horton formulates the appeasement 
proposal thus: “If we feel called upon to invent an unfounded 
dogma that this book is, as it were, written by God, or at least 
guaranteed against all errors, scientific, chronological, historical, 
or literary, we must remember the responsibility which we in- 
cur; the attacks on revelation which are made on the ground 
of that fictitious theory are attacks of our own creation. If, on the 
other hand, we will allow this Book of Genesis to be precisely 
what it is, without claiming for it anything more than it evidently 
claims for itself, we shall find that the quibbles of Infidelity will 
fall silent. ... It is quite possible that the Book of Jonah may 
by its obvious inspiration reach the conscience of a reader and 
turn him to God; but if you start with the demand that the episode 
of the fish is a matter of faith, you at once close the book and its 
message to the modern mind. ... The frank surrender of that 
hurtful dogma — of the worm-eaten dogmatism of the guardians 
of the letter of Scripture — will be the beginning of a new era of 
faith in the Bible and its revelation.” (Revelation and the Bible, 
pp. 59, 259, 262, 405.) 

This demand that the Church surrender the teaching of 
Verbal, Plenary Inspiration, of the infallibility of Scripture, as 
being a hurtful dogma originates in fallacious thinking. The 
demand operates, for one thing, with a logical fallacy. This is the 
demand: The Bible contains many mistakes; therefore honesty 
and wisdom require that the Church no longer insist on the in- 
fallibility of Scripture. That would be a perfectly good argument 
if the premise were correct. But the premise is false, as we have 
demonstrated ad nauseam. So we need not discuss this logical 
fallacy any longer. What we are going to discuss is the psy- 
chological mistake the appeasers are making. 

1) They do not understand the psychology of the Bible- 
theologian, the Bible-Christian. We cannot surrender one word of 
Holy Scripture. We are convinced that every word of Scripture 
is a word of God. We should be guilty of high treason if we gave 
up one jot or tittle of the oracles of God, if we would try to gain 
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the good will of the infidel or unbeliever by surrendering certain 
provinces of the holy land. So, when the moderns hold their 
appeasement conferences, they need not ask the Bible-Christians 
to attend. Their passionate appeal to us to save the Bible and 
the cause of the Church by yielding up parts of the Bible makes 
no impression upon us. The only impression it makes upon us is 
that we are filled with indignation for being asked to do such 
a thing. 

We can understand why the liberals attend the appeasement 
conference. They look upon the Bible as a purely human book. 
They feel at liberty to censor and edit it to the liking of themselves 
and the others. And we can somewhat understand the attitude of 
the conservatives among the moderns. They have convinced them- 
selves that those portions of Scripture which offend them and 
others are not God’s Word. And so they feel free to delete them 
in order not to offend the unbeliever. What we cannot under- 
stand is that they should think for one moment that those who 
have a holy awe of Scripture as being throughout God’s Word 
would make common cause with those who set out to ravage and 
despoil it. 

Are the moderns really asking the Bible-theologians to be- 
come their allies? They are not, indeed, going to put it in these 
bald terms: We know that you believe in Verbal Inspiration, but 
we are asking you to sacrifice your conscience. But they do 
expect that their loud cry that the educated classes cannot accept 
the Bible as it is will make some impression on us, raise the 
thought in our minds whether it might not be better not to hold 
out so stubbornly for Verbal Inspiration.) And they hope to 
soften our resistance with the argument that these “mistakes” 
are, after all, matters of minor importance. They used that argu- 
ment on themselves; they argued themselves into the belief that 
matters which do not directly concern salvation lie outside of 
Inspiration. They hope that such considerations will influence 
our attitude, too. Do they know so little of the psychology of 
the Bible-Christian? 

They misjudge us and (2) they misjudge the unbeliever. 
If they think they can win the doubter and unbeliever by making 
concessions, they betray their ignorance of the psychology of the 





155) These tactics have proved effective. Dr. Pieper: “The threat is 
uttered that the Church will lose its influence in the world, fall into 
contempt, and drag out a miserable existence if it will not submit to 
so-called science as the supreme authority and permit it to purge and 
certify the Christian doctrine. . This threat has intimidated the entire 
modern so-called ‘confessional,’ ‘conservative’ theology. Modern theology 
— an appeasement with science.” (Proc., Delegate Synod, 1899, 
p. 34. 
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skeptic. His mind is so constituted that, if he gains the right to 
repudiate one statement, one teaching of Scripture, he will claim 
the right to repudiate two and more statements and teachings. And 
you cannot blame him for that. If any man is given the right to 
reject that which does not agree with his “scientific” mind or with 
his reason, he is not going to stop at the “mistakes” of the Bible, 
but will repudiate anything that is offensive to him. How are you 
going to stop him from deleting the doctrine of the deity of Christ 
and of the vicarious satisfaction and all other teachings which are 
offensive to his carnal reason? Start out to appease the skeptic, 
and you will have to yield one province after the other. Those 
who think that, if they yield one half of the Bible to the unbeliever, 
he will gladly accept the other half do not know the workings of 
the unbelieving mind.5® 

You aim to win the doubting, skeptical mind for the Bible by 
making these concessions? You are turning it against the Bible! 
By all the laws of psychology the man who has learned (from you!) 
that half of the Bible is untrustworthy will conclude that the other 
half is not much better. “The clever skeptic can ask such awk- 
ward questions as these: Tf, as you allege, there are errors in the 
Bible in some things, why not in others — why not in all? If it has 
erred in an indefinite number of things, why should I believe 
it in others or be asked to receive it as true in anything?’” 
(M'Intosh, op. cit., p. 471.) He will be filled with suspicion of the 
Bible; yea, he will come to the inescapable conclusion that the 
Bible is a lying book. The skeptic does not have to be particularly 
clever to make this deduction. Common sense tells him that, 
“if the Bible is not God’s book, it is a book of miserable lies. Why? 
It claims to be the Word of God. But one who assumes a name 
to which he is not entitled is a swindler and cheat.” (Proc. Iowa 
Dist., 1891, pp. 26, 31.) The skeptic who reasons thus has logic 
on his side, and because of his bad psychology he is quick to 
operate with this good logic; he thanks the moderns for the con- 
cession they are making; they are catering to his innate hatred 
of the Bible.15” 





156) H.M’Intosh: “Their [the moderns’] theory of indefinite erro- 
neousness, by setting reason above revelation and making man’s own 
individual consciousness the standard and judge in the ultimate issue 
of what is true and what is false in Holy Writ, warrants every man in 
accepting or rejecting just as much or as little of it as he thinks fit, or 
none at all should he think best.” (Is Christ Infallible and the Bible 
True? P. 456.) 

157) And if he is lost, the appeasers will be held accountable. N.R. 
Best cries out: “Only God knows how many souls that folly [the doc- 
trine of plenary inspiration] has ruined!” The truth of the matter is that 
“the price of a lowered and unsettling view of Scripture has been, and 
is being, paid for by the eternal loss of countless souls” (H. M’Intosh, 
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These men surely are adepts in the arts of sophistry. They 
know how to mix up truth and falsehood for the purpose of proving 
a lie. It is certainly a fact, an undeniable truth, that many intel- 
lectuals take occasion to stumble at the Word because of the “mis- 
takes” in the Bible. That is mixed up with the lie that Scripture 
is mistaken in many of its statements and with the lie that the 
theologians invented the dogma of verbal inspiration. And that is 
done in the interest of the lying delusion that men can be won for 
the truth, for the Church, by the suppression of the truth.15® 

3) The moderns should study and apply the psychological ap- 
proach and method which the Holy Ghost employs. He does not 
appeal to the thinking of the natural mind, which is and remains 
enmity against God and His Word. He creates a new way of 
thinking —the psychology of the Christian which bows before 
every word of God. And He creates this new psychology simply 
by preaching the Word. Let us win the skeptic and confirm the 
doubting Christian through the testimony of the Bible itself! The 
divine power inheres in the words written in the Bible; and when 
we confront the doubter and unbeliever with the bare, simple 
statements of Scripture, we have the power and persuasiveness 
of God on our side. Let that work on the doubter. That will, by 
the grace of God, win the consent of men despite the protest of 
their old way of thinking.— And here are the appeasers laying 
aside the sword of the Spirit, the quick and powerful Word, and 
trying to win the battle by retreating before the enemy, by con- 
ceding the partial erroneousness of Scripture. It is unspeakable 
folly, and it must be “paid for by the eternal loss of countless souls.” 

No. 19. We must take the time to examine one more sophistry. 
We have promised, in Footnote 10, that we would sometime look 
into the “tu quoque” argument, and though the sophistry back 
of it is so bald that it seems a waste of time and paper further 
to uncover it, we must keep our engagement. 

In support of the thesis that reason has the right to sit in 





op. cit., p.457). The price is paid by those who permit the objections of 
carnal wisdom to uproot their faith or strengthen them in their unbelief. 
But God will demand their blood at the hand of those who nourished 
their doubt or unbelief. (See pages 425 f. above; also Conc. THEOL. 
Mruty., VIII, p. 348.) 

158) It is a delusion. Dr. Walther: “We are firmly convinced that 
it is not possible to better the present apostate world through the lie 
that the divinely revealed truth is in fine accord with the wisdom of 
this world; its only help lies in this, that the divine foolishness, the old 
unadulterated Gospel, be preached to it.” (Lehre und Wehre, 1875, p. 41. 
See Pieper, Chr. Dog. I, p.191.) It is a delusion to think that faith can 
be really helped by establishing harmony between the Bible and science 
(see Walther’s statement, loc. cit.); and a wicked and cruel deception is 
being practiced when this harmony is established by canceling Scripture 
statements. Can a lie serve faith? 
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judgment on Scripture and to reject any statement which is “un- 
reasonable” 159 this argument is advanced: Since God has given 
men reason, He wants them to use it as their guide through 
Scripture; and when you Bible-theologians employ reason in 
studying Scripture, you are supporting the thesis that reason has 
the right to judge Scripture. N.R. Best: “It may seem a jesting 
‘tu quoque’ to say of the literally orthodox in Bible-studies that 
they are more inveterate rationalists than the higher critics, whom 
they so unanimously condemn. But it is not a jest; it is the easily 
observable fact. Confronting two seemingly disagreeing portions 
of Scripture, the conservative weaves a great net of cross references 
by which he drags the questioned paragraph or chapter into a 


decidedly different orientation. . .. The result reached is the 
product of a purely human exercise in the art of rationalizing the 
varied materials of the Bible... . He puckers his brow for hours 


at a time attempting to range all the data of the story in one con- 
sistent chain. He has a perfect right to. But it’s reason he’s using; 
he’s an undeniable rationalist... . Certainly the reflective and 
the scrupulous among students using these methods of exposition 
cannot pretend to abide by the dictum that men have no right to 
invade the realm of divine revelation with reason’s readjust- 
ments.... The very nature of reason, as God has embedded it in 
the intelligence of men, gives it a houndlike scent for what is not 
plain, for what is apparently altogether non-understandable. It is 
preposterous to put all this artificial enmity between reason and 
revelation. God gave both, and He prepared the one that it might 
receive the other. He has fitted each to each.” (Inspiration, 
pp. 117—121.) 16 

That is sophistry. It is certainly true that we employ our 
reason in studying Scripture. God certainly wants us to use our 
intelligence in order to understand the meaning of the words He 
speaks to us. You must be able to think logically in order to 











159) R. F. Horton: “The dead are not raised; and such magical 
prodigies as the transportation of a body through the air are dishonoring 
to the general tone, the high and spiritual tone, of the narrative... . 
Faith must not be encumbered with demands which strain the reason.” 
(Op. cit., p. 284 f.) 


160) Similarly S. P. Cadman: “The Bible is addressed to human 
intelligence. ... The Scriptures themselves do not outlaw man’s judg- 
ment on their contents. Why should we do so?” (Answers to Every- 
day Questions, p. 258.) G.L. Raymond: “The very acceptance of revela- 
tion as a guide to life involves the use of reason.” (The Psychology of 
Inspiration, p.319.) R.T.Stamm: “We must never forget that it is im- 
possible to construct a systematic theology without employing the same 
human reason which too many of our writers have tried to deprive of 
all validity at the outset.” (Luth. Church Quart., April, 1940, p. 129.) 
Ingersoll: “If God did not intend I should think, ‘why did He give me 
a ‘thinker’?” (Lectures, p. 383.) 
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get the import of any statement in Scripture or any other book. 
That is the God-pleasing usus rationis ministerialis, or organicus. 
But it is a transparent fallacy to deduce from the fact that a 
certain use of reason is required that any other use of reason 
is permissible, the usus rationis magisterialis, by which reason 
is permitted to criticize and correct Scripture. People ought to 
be able to understand that there is a great difference between 
saying that we must use our reason in order to get the meaning 
and sense of a Scripture statement and saying that reason has the 
right to label that statement as nonsense.!®!) Scripture does not 
authorize the usus magisterialis by calling for the usus ministerialis — 
(see Col. 2:8; 2 Cor.10:5), nor does reason itself justify it. 
Reason being the judge, Best’s and Stamm’s argument is based on 
a fallacy. To use harsher language, it is a sophistical argument. 
It operates with an ambiguous term. When these men say: Is not 
the Bible addressed to human intelligence? we shall not go on 
with the argument till they specify very exactly what the Bible, 
according to their view, expects human intelligence and rea- 
son to do. 

They go so far, by the way, as to contend that Scripture itself 
submits its teaching to the judgment of reason. They quote Is. 1:18! 
Best: “Every page of the Bible might be justly inscribed with 
the invitation which stands in living letters on the first page of 
the prophet Isaiah: ‘Come now and let us reason together, saith 
Jehovah.’ Reason is God’s joy — not His ‘black beast.’” (Loc. cit.) 
Paine, too, cites this Scripture: “ ‘Come, now, and let us reason 
together, saith the Lord.’... It is impossible to reason upon things 
not comprehensible by reason; and therefore, if you keep to your 
text, . . . you must admit a religion to which reason can apply, 
and this certainly is not the Christian religion.” (Life and Writings 
of Thomas Paine, Vol.6: “Age of Reason.”) Another case of 
sophistry — twisting the meaning of a word, and, as it happens, of 
a word which does not occur in Scripture in the sense here 
attached to it. Our word does not really mean “to reason,” but 
it means to judge, to establish the right of a case. The English 
translation has misled many. But let that go. We are willing to 
accept Moffatt’s translation: “Come, let me put it thus, the 








161) Quenstedt understood the difference: “Theology does not con- 
demn the use of reason, but its abuse and its affectation of directorship, 
or its magisterial use, as normative and decisive in divine things.” (See 
H. Schmid, Doctrinal Theology, p. 35.) So did Pieper: “Human reason 
must indeed be employed in interpreting Scripture, never, however, as 
principle, but always only as instrument.” (Lectures on “The Lutheran 
Church,” p. 50.) So did L. S. Keyser: “Reason is a God-given faculty; 
surely it must be intended to be used, though not abused.... We dis- 

like rationalism, which sets human reason above the Bible.” (A Rea- 
sonable Faith, p. 24 f.) 
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Eternal argues,” and to interpret: “God deigns to argue the case 
with us, that all may see the just, nay, loving principle of His 
dealings with men” (M.Henry), and to admit the conclusion: 
God does appeal to man’s reason, to his sense of right and wrong. 
But we do not admit the argument: Because in one case God 
appeals to man to use his reason and his sense of justice, man’s 
reason is in every case fit to judge divine things. That is called 
the fallacy of arguing from a special case and applying it generally. 
And it is sophistry to build up the case for rationalism on the fact 
that the English Bible happens io use the word “reason” in Is. 1:18. 
You might as well harp on the words “reasonable service” in the 
translation of Rom.12:1. And that, too, is actually being done. 
G.L. Raymond says: “The third test of truth was said to be con- 
formity to the results of logical inference, or reasoning. ‘Let us 
reason together,’ says Isaiah; let us give a ‘reasonable service,’ 
urges Paul in Rom. 12:1.” (Op. cit., p. 166.) 

Bound to make the verbal-inspirationist a particeps criminis 
and thus estopping him from denouncing their rationalistic mis- 
handling of Scripture, these moderns elaborate the “tu quoque” 
argument by charging that the doctrine of verbal inspiration is 
constructed on rationalistic principles. “Frank nennt die tradi- 
tionelle Inspirationslehre, das, was unsere alten Dogmatiker aus 
der Schrift ueber die Schrift gelehrt haben, schlecht-rationalistische 
Konsequenzmacherei.” (Lehre und Wehre, 1890, p. 145.) J. Stump: 
“The dogmaticians were led to maintain it (the Verbal Inspiration) 
by the exegencies of the times and the stress of their severe 
dialectics.” (Lehre und Wehre, 1904, p.86.) P.T. Forsyth “pro- 
tests against the vice of apriorism, which comes down on the Bible 
with a theory of inspiration really drawn from rationalistic expec- 
tations” and calls it “the rationalism of orthodoxy.”1!®2) The charge 
is not based on truth. We ask the Bible what it says of itself, and 
only because the Bible says that every word in it is given by 
inspiration do we teach Verbal Inspiration. _W. Sanday is not well 
acquainted with what the Bible theologians have written on the 
subject of Verbal Inspiration; ‘else he would not have administered 
this lecture to them: “The fundamental mistake that is too often 
made is to form the idea of what Inspiration is from what we 





162) Forsyth writes that in the preface (p. XIV) to J. M. Gibson’s 
The Inspiration and Authority of Holy Scripture. Gibson himself says: 
“The defenders of the authoritative inspiration of the Scriptures have 
postulated as a necessity of the case the emancipation of all the writers 
of Scripture from the effect of human weakness and limitation. This is 
what may be called the rationalistic method of proceeding, for it starts 
with a theory framed in accordance with what the theorist regards as 
reasonable and deals with all the facts in the case in the light of that 
theory.” (P.32f.) 
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should antecedently expect it to be.... We do not think it likely 
that God would allow the revelation of Himself to be mixed up 
with such imperfect materials. But we are no good judges of 
what God would or would not do. His ways are not our ways. 
Out of the imperfect He brings forth the perfect.” (The Oracles 
of God, p.29.) That is certainly a surprising charge. We have 
been telling the rationalists that men are “no good judges of what 
God would do or not do.” And now that charge is hurled at our 
head! But the charge is false. We form our idea of what Inspira- 
tion is from Scripture. We say that God does not allow the 
revelation of Himself to be mixed up with errors because, first 
and foremost, Scripture says that. We do show, too, that that 
accords with reason, but we base our faith not on the reasonable- 
ness of it but on the declaration of Scripture. So, then, while the 
first form of the “tu quoque” argument operates with a fallacy, the 
second form is based on misrepresentation.1®) 

And, would you believe it, these men are making the verbal- 
inspirationist not only a particeps criminis but the arch-criminal. 
Gibson declares that the moderns “proceed on a humbler method, 

. . on the modest principle of sitting at the feet of the inspired 
writers and especially at the feet of Christ Himself, the great 
Master, and accepting what they find there” (loc. cit.). Best insists 
that “the liberal scholar is usually content to let the text stand 
undisturbed and even unexplained, just as it is, while the “con- 
servative weaves a great net across references,” etc.; ... “he’s an 
undeniable rationalist, trying by reason to establish something not 
said in the Bible.... The literally orthodox are more inveterate 
rationalists than the higher critics” (loc. cit.). We read in Lehre 
und Wehre, 1895, p. 292: “A prominent professor says that the 
doctrine of inspiration as formed by our dogmaticians does not 
spring from the true comprehension and humble acceptance of 
Holy Scripture but is the product of rationalistic cogitations; it is 
a deduction from true presuppositions falsely applied.” Any com- 
ment necessary? Lehre und Wehre comments: “Things have 
reached such a pass that a rationalist accuses the Bible Christians 
of indulging in rationalistic cogitations, while he plays the role of 
true orthodoxy.” 





163) Dr. J.H.C. Fritz: “We know and believe that ‘all Scripture is 
given by inspiration of God.’ We believe this not because we have ar- 
rived at this truth by a process of reasoning but because of the testimony 
of the Holy Spirit, who by His very Word has wrought this divine con- 
viction in our heart. The Verbal Inspiration is an article of faith. 
Though we can prove to any one that it is not even reasonable to deny 
this Verbal Inspiration, yet we can argue no one into believing it; that 
faith must be wrought by the Holy Spirit Himself.” (Proc., Texas Dist., 
1939, p. 12.) 
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No. 20. The moderns deal very largely in misstatements and 
misrepresentations. That is their chief stock in trade. The basic 
untruth that the Bible contains many mistakes has spawned a 
countless number of other untruths. Would you want to give the 
exact score of only those misstatements which have been listed 
here from page one on down, some of them under the heading of 
“bare assertions” and “sophistries”? Instead of that let us add 
a few new ones; the examination of these and of some of the old 
ones will exemplify and illustrate the dishonest polemics of the 
moderns against Verbal Inspiration. 

There is the assertion of H. E. Fosdick “that at the beginning 
Hebrew religion had no hope of immortality.” Proof-texts cited 
are Eccl. 9:4-6 and 3:19. Consequently there is a contradiction 
between these passages and 1 Cor. 15:53-55. “No ingenuity of 
exegesis can make these two agree.” (The Modern Use of the 
Bible, p. 25.) However, in Job’s days Hebrew religion had the hope 
of immortality, Job 19:25 ff.! Those who say that this book was 
written in or after the exile might ponder Gen. 15:15: “Thou shalt 
go to thy fathers in peace.” If these words are not plain enough, 
read Matt. 22:31f. The statement of Jesus stamps the assertion of 
Fosdick as a misstatement. You have the choice of charging either 
Fosdick or Jesus with making a misstatement. 

Fosdick states further that the Bible does not really teach the 
resurrection of the body. Read Matt. 22:31 again: “as touching 
the resurrection of the dead.” The only way of clearing Fosdick 
of having made a misstatement is to employ the sophistry of C. H. 
Dodd: “On this occasion Jesus dismisses with cool contempt the 
crude notion of a renewal of physical existence.” (The Authority 
of the Bible, p. 219.) 

How much truth is there in the statement that Biblical “tradi- 
tion” is nothing more than an adapted form of specifically Baby- 
lonian folk-lore and tradition and in that other statement that God 
in His marvelous grace so lifted up the best legendary literature of 
the world, the story of the Creation, of the Fall, etc., as to make it 
the vehicle of high and pure revelation? (See p.251f. above.) 
The statement that the writer (or writers) of the Pentateuch bor- 
rowed from Babylonian sources is a misstatement of the rankest 
kind. One who knows these Babylonian tales will never make 
such an assertion. There is a faint resemblance, but too great a 
difference in the essentials. The Babylonian account of “creation” 
knows nothing of a creatio ex nihilo. Further, “according to the 
pagan story the gods were not existent from eternity but were 
either created or begotten, the myth does not say by whom or in 
what way” (L.S. Keyser, op. cit., p. 87 ff.). Another essential dif- 
ference lies in the puerile and repulsive conceptions that charac- 

2 
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terize the pagan myths. That is the judgment of H. E. Fosdick.1* 
And it is the judgment of the experts, the assyriologists. When 
Friedrich Delitzsch went before the public, in his Babel und Bibel, 
with the assertion that the Bible in many of its portions is simply 
a reproduction of Babylonian myths and legends, they discredited 
him. “Einstimmig ist Babel und Bibel von der fachmaennischen 
Kritik zurueckgewiesen worden,” said the periodical Der Alte 
Glaube and named Cornill, Koenig, Strack, Kittel, and many 
others as repudiating him. (See Lehre und Wehre, 1903, p. 16 ff., 
90f.) But the myth (that the Biblical writers were borrowers) 
persists. R. F. Malden, Dean of Wells, to mention just one instance, 
still believes it and spreads it. “The Babylonian version of the 
Flood is much older than the version in Genesis, but the two 
correspond so closely in many points of detail that there is no 
room for doubt as to the source of the Biblical narrative. .. . 
Eden is fairy-land. A sacred tree appears frequently on Baby- 
lonian gems. ...” (The Inspiration of the Bible, pp. 54, 56.) 

Moses did some more borrowing, said Delitzsch in Babel und 
Bibel; he got the Decalog and the rest of the Pentateuchal code 
from Hammurabi. Wrong again; just read the 282 regulations of 
this Babylonian code and compare them with the Mosaic code. 
Barton’s Archeology and the Bible lists them and comes to the 
conclusion: “The Mosaic code was not borrowed from the Baby- 
lonian. A comparison of the code of Hammurabi as a whole with 
the Pentateuchal laws as a whole, while it reveals certain sim- 
ilarities, convinces the student that the laws of the Old Testament 
are in no essential way dependent upon the Babylonian laws. 
Such resemblances as there are arose, it seems clear, from a sim- 
ilarity of antecedents and of general intellectual outlook; the 
striking differences show that there was no direct borrowing.” 
(P. 340.) Barton is liberal, as some of his phrases indicate, but 
honesty compels him to denounce this charge of borrowing. The 
liberal Independent does the same end points out that the Baby- 
lonian code contains no trace of the Decalog and no Sabbath 
legislation. (See Lehre und Wehre, 1903, p.60; 1913, p.172, in 
the series of articles “Die Assyriologie und das Alte Testament.”) 
Above all, in the Babylonian code Hammurabi is speaking; in the 





164) “Folk call them parallels [to the Bible account], but I do not 
see how they can do it if they have read them. They are full of the 
quarrels of gods, the fear of primeval dragons, the war of Tiamat and 
the hosts of chaos against Marduk and the gods of light. They do, in- 
deed, give us the same cosmology, but Marduk builds it up by slitting 
Tiamat like a flat fish and making the firmament of her upper half and 
the earth of her lower. ... This welter of mythology, . . . these 
miasmic marshes.” (Op. cit., p. 52.) 





Pe oe 
se 


Ti i ERS, IE ERE Oe a 


Verbal Inspiration —a Stumbling-Block to Jews, Etc. 19 


Mosaic code God is the Lawgiver. No wonder that the assyriol- 
ogists called Delitzsch out of order on this point, too. 

The purpose of the charge that the sacred writers were bor- 
rowers is to show that the Bible is a purely human product, a 
poor product at that. Delitzsch: “The thought that the Bible is 
the personal revelation of God constitutes a mental aberration of 
the gravest type.” The Bible comes from Babel! — What Delitzsch 
proved is that he knew very little of the Bible. The Babylonians 
knew nothing of the essential teachings of the Bible — salvation 
by grace, through the Messiah. And the Bible originated in Babel! 

The other contention, that God made “the best legendary 
literature of the world” the vehicle of pure revelation, operates 
with the same untruth that the Bible account of creation, etc., is 
of one piece with the Babylonian legends. Moreover, it gives 
expression to the hideous untruth that God induced the prophets 
to tell these myths as facts of history, and to the further hideous 
untruth that Jesus and the apostles, who endorsed the history 
related by the prophets, either were mistaken in accepting myths 
as true stories or, knowing better, hoped that the Christians would 
soon advance far enough to discover “the profound prophetic 
prophecy” hidden in them. 

A few samples of scientific blunders committed by those who 
charge the Bible with scientific blunders. H.E. Fosdick cannot 
believe in Verbal Inspiration because Gen.1 states that light ex- 
isted before the sun existed, three days before. (Op. cit., p. 34.) 
A New Commentary on Holy Scripture, edited by Charles Gore 
and others, states: “There can be little doubt that the writer of 
P based his account on cosmological ideas current in Babylon; 
and in their close material resemblances both accounts are at 
variance with the conclusions established by modern scientific 
research. For example, we notice at once that light is created and 
day divided from night before the creation of the luminaries; and, 
moreover, plant-life appears before the sun, a manifest impos- 
sibility.” These men do not seem to know that even today the 
sun is not the only source of light.16) 

Those who deny the inspiration of Scripture because of their 
firm belief in atheistic evolution should read the article “The Great 





165) See H. Rimmer (Modern Science and the Genesis Record, 
p. 43 ff.) on “the contention of semiknowledge that there could be no 
light before the creation of the sun. The criticism of Gen.1 is not scien- 
tifically tenable. There are many sources of light apart from sunlight 
itself. ... The aurora borealis.... The brilliant gleaming light that 
at night transforms the dark depths of the sea into a luminous highway 
. . . phosphorus. ... Another source of light is the radioactive glow 
that comes from those particles which Sir Oliver Lodge defines as 
cosmic light.” 

























































20 Verbal Inspiration —a Stumbling-Block to Jews, Etc. 


Deception” in the Journal of Theol. of the A. L. Conf., Aug., 1941, 
with the addendum in the September issue, p. 796. That tells them 
what arrant blunderers they are. “To assume that beginningless 
inorganic matter, without intelligence of course, after countless 
myriads of light-years should have chanced to be so influenced by 
other inorganic forces as to change into organic matter which after, 
new myriads of light-years have produced intelligence in man, is 
so monstrous a thought that we prefer assuming a beginningless 
transcendental intelligence, which at least can account for the 
phenomena.” Again: “The species are so persistent in preserving 
themselves that they revert to type when man’s efforts cease.” 
Conclusion: “To ascribe such powers to senseless matter is itself 
utterly senseless. . . . Materialism finds itself in conflict not only 
with the nature of natural phenomena and with human reason but 
also with its own postulates.” 

Here is a “scientific” blunder of a somewhat different kind. 
Liberals believe that the hope of the moral and spiritual advance 
of man rests not in the Bible and its teachings but in the new 
science and the new philosophy based on the new scientific outlook. 
They even go so far as to say with Prof. H. E. Barnes, at a regional 
meeting of the American Association for the Advancement of 
Science, in December, 1928, that “this newer view of God must 
be formulated in the light of contemporary astrophysics, which 
completely repudiates the theological and cosmological outlook of 
the Holy Scriptures.” This has nothing to do with science; it is 
the “higher science” discussed above. But since they call it 
“science,” we are going to list it among the “scientific” blunders. 
It is a colossal blunder. This new science has utterly failed of its 
purpose. President Robert M. Hutchins of the University of Chi- 
cago said in his address at the December, 1933, convocation of the 
university: “We do not know where we are going, or why, and we 
have almost given up the attempt to find out. We are in despair 
because the keys which were to open the gates of heaven have 
let us into a larger but more oppressive prison-house. We think 
those keys were science and the free intelligence of man. They 
have failed us. We have long since cast off God. To what can 
we now appeal? The answer comes in the undiluted animalism of 
the last works of D.H.Lawrence. .. .” President Mackay of 
Princeton Seminary records the same experience: “The inter- 
national public had believed in evolution, which was felt to guaran- 
tee a flowering, developing progress with much better days ahead,” 
but this new philosophy has failed in lifting the poor depraved 
human race to a higher level. (See footnote 114.) But when men 
stick to a theory which has fallen down, they are committing a 
scientific blunder. And they are sticking to this false theory. The 
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Christian Century, for instance, discusses President Hutchins’s 
statement in an article published Jan. 24, 1934, with the heading 
“The Revolt against Science,” chides President Hutchins for giving 
aid and comfort to “the dogmatists in religion,” derides Verbal 
Inspiration, and insists that science will save the race: “The revolt 
is not in the interest of reaction, but of liberty and progress. It is 
not out to discredit science, but to save it, to expand it, to put 
purpose in it, to build a sky over it, and to call its attention to 
the stars. It has no wish to return to a culture from which science 
is banned, nor to a cultus that is too sacrosanct to submit to 
criticism. It looks forward, not backward — toward the emergence 
of a culture which will embody excellencies impossible in any 
previous culture which lacked science.” Is a scientist speaking 
or a visionary? 

We next submit a few samples of the great lot of misrepresen- 
tations. There is the claim “that all scholarship is arrayed against 
the credibility of the Scriptures,” or, toning it down a bit, “that 
the leading scientists of recent times are all arrayed against the 
Book.” (See D.J. Burrell, Why I Believe the Bible, p.184.) That 
misrepresents the situation. Some, indeed of the leading scientists, 
yes, many of them, or perhaps most of them, deny the inspiration 
and the infallibility of Scripture, but the statement that all the 
leading scientists are arrayed against the Book is an untruth. 
Many of the leaders in science believe the Bible.1®® The list of 





166) In the Bodleian Library at Oxford you will find the original 
of a manifesto signed by 617 leading scientists of the time (Balfour, 
Bently, Bosworth, Sir David Brewster, and 613 others), who deeply de- 
plore that men pursue scientific studies for the purpose of raising doubts 
concerning the truth and authority of Scripture and declare: What God 
has revealed in nature cannot contradict God’s revelation in Scripture. 
(See Proc., Iowa Dist., 1892, p. 67.) Gladstone: “The older I grow, the 
more confirmed I am in my faith and religion. I have been in public 
life 58 years, and 47 in the cabinet of the British government, and during 
those 47 years I have been associated with 60 master minds of the 
country, and all but five of the 60 were Christians.” Gladstone did not 
find that he had to “sacrifice his intelligence” (Baumgaertel’s phrase) 
in accepting the teachings of Scripture. After naming seven scientists, 
among them Isaac Newton, whose intelligence did not compel them to 
charge the Bible with mistakes, D. J. Burrell quotes the “last words of 
Professor Dana to the members of my class at graduation: ‘Young men, 
you are going out into a world, where you must meet an unceasing 
assault upon your faith. Let me ask you to remember, as my parting 
counsel, that, whenever you are in doubt amid the confused voices of 
scientific controversy, you may always with perfect confidence affix your 
faith to the statements of the Word of God.’” (Loc. cit.) The Lutheran 
Witness, 1931, p.370: “For every scientist who denies the hereafter and 

the religion of the Christian Church ‘bunk’ I will quote you a 
scientist who declared himself a believer in the Bible. Make the test. 
Against Edison, for one, I quote Lord Kelvin, one of the giants of nine- 
teenth-century physics, who, when asked what he considered his greatest 
discovery, said, ‘When I discovered my Savior in Jesus Christ.’” 
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those who accept the Bible as God’s Word is a long one. Read the 
list given in Conc. THEot. MTHty., X, p. 225, Sir William Dawson, 
M.A., L.L.D., F.G.S., and others, who refuse to fault the Bible 
because of the teaching of evolution, “which is a theory founded on 
ignorance.” Add the name of R. A. Millikan —and many others. 
Why should we name them? Our moderns know them as well 
as we do. And mark well: a goodly number of them stand for 
Verbal Inspiration. Let Dr. Howard A. Kelly, professor in the 
Johns Hopkins University, holding academic degrees from the lead- 
ing universities of America and Europe, speak in their name: 
“T believe the Bible to be the inspired. Word of God. ... I can 
trust God, though I shall have to stand alone before the world in 
declaring Him to be true.”16) Many of the leading scientists are 
on our side. We are not citing this fact as a support of our faith. 
Nor shall we, on the other hand, permit the fact that many scientists 
are against us to disturb our faith. Let the majority be against us. 
Majorities do not decide questions of religion and faith. They do 
not even decide questions in science. We are calling attention to 
the fact that many scientists are believing Christians and that not 
a few of them stand for the full inerrancy of Scripture simply in 
order to show up the dishonesty of the polemics against Verbal 
Inspiration.1®®) 





167) “I was once profoundly disturbed in the traditional faith in 
which I was brought up, by inroads which were made upon the book 
of Genesis by the higher critics. I could then not gainsay them, not 
knowing Hebrew nor archeology well, and to me, as to many, to pull 
out one great prop was to make the whole foundation uncertain. So 
I floundered on for some years. ... One day it occurred to me to see 
what the Book had to say about itself... . I now believe the Bible to 
be the inspired Word of God, inspired in a sense utterly different from 
that of any human book. I believe Jesus Christ to be the Son of God. ... 
I can put God’s assertions and commands above every seeming proba- 
bility in life, dismissing cherished convictions and looking upon the wis- 
dom and reasoning of men as folly opposed to Him... .” (See Watchman- 
Examiner, Nov. 10, 1932.) 


168) A few side-lights on this dishonesty. Some scientists are dis- 
honest. Der Alte Glaube said: “Man klagt in unserer Zeit mit Recht 
darueber, dass in der Wissenschaft so viel Schwindel, so viel Betrug, so 
viel Falschmuenzerei getrieben wird, .. . dass man den sonst verpoenten 
‘Probabilismus’ offen und ungescheut als gangbare Muenze verwertet:” 
(See Lehre und Wehre, 1913, p. 310.) When E. Haeckel was charged 
with committing falsifications in the interest of the doctrine of evolution 
and was convicted of it, he said: “I find some comfort in the fact that 
hundreds of accomplices are sitting with me in the dock; die grosse 
Mehrzahl naemlich von allen morphologischen, anatomischen, histologi- 
schen und embryologischen Figuren, welche in den besten Lehrbuechern 
verbreitet sind, sind alle nicht exakt, sondern mehr oder weniger zurecht- 
gestutzt oder konstruiert” (loc. cit.). That is a matter which concerns 
the scientists. But since these “facts” are being adduced as proofs for 
the errancy of Scripture, the matter comes within the scope of the 
present discussion. Prof. J.J. Reeve calls attention to another dishonest 
practice. Having stated: “I was much impressed with their boast of 
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Another misrepresentation: the men of Bible times had little 
knowledge of science; the Biblical writers were not trained 
thinkers; because of that they could harbor such superstitious 
notions and pen such unscientific nonsense. Recall the statement 
of Clarence Darrow that “the human beings who wrote the Bible 
had no knowledge of science,” and that of H. E. Fosdick: The float- 
ing ax-head “presented no intellectual problem whatever. No 
laws were broken because no laws were known. No Hebrew had 
ever dreamed of such a thing as a mathematical formula of specific 
gravity” (op. cit., p.136).— The ancients were not so rude and 
witless as all that. They did not know quite so many things as 
we do, but they knew quite a lot, and their intellectual faculties 
were quite well developed. “Do not forget that the gospel-facts 
occurred in the age of Caesar, Augustus, Tacitus, Pliny, an age of 
ripe scholarship and keen criticism. The gospel-facts do not belong 
to a period in the hazy past wherein fact and fancy blend. They 
transpired before a wide-awake, intelligent, cultured citizenship. 
Nothing could convince them unless supported by the strongest 
evidence.” (F.S. Downs, The Heart of the Christian Faith, p. 113.) 
Going farther back, we find that Solomon was not a mean scientist. 
He knew his botany. And “his copper-refineries at Ezion-geber 
used methods rediscovered less than a hundred years ago in the 
Bessemer process” (statement by Prof. Nelson Glueck; see Lu- 


theran Witness, 1941, p.114). Jacob knew something about the 
science of genetics and had observed the results of cross-breeding. 
And “an ancient Babylonian frieze from the year 800 B.C. shows 
a man putting pollen on a fig flower, plainly indicating an act of 
artificial cross-pollination.” The Lutheran Church Herald quoted 
this from the Journal of Heredity. Ask the schoolchildren 





having all scholarship on their side. But some investigation and con- 
sideration led me to see that the boast of scholarship is tremendously 
overdone,” he adds: “A striking characteristic of these people is a per- 
sistent ignoring of what is written on the other side. They think to kill 
their opponents by either ignoring or despising them. They have made 
no attempt to answer Robertson’s The Early Religion of Israel; Orr’s 
The Problem of the Old Testament; Wiener’s Studies in Biblical Law; 
and Studies in Pentateuchical Criticism, etc. They still treat these books 
which undermined the very foundations of their theories with the same 
magnificent scorn.” (The Fundamentals, III, p.111f.) Again, some act 
on the assumption that only the higher critics count as authorities. Once 
more, we hear them loudly proclaiming that the advance of science has 
discredited the Bible; but when the progress of scientific research cor- 
roborates the Bible, all is silent. The tactics employed by these men is 
to make such a loud noise that the innocent public gets the false im- 
pression that all the leading scientists and theologians are arrayed against 
the Bible. 

169) The Herald adds the remark: “The theory of evolution has so 
blurred the thinking of many men that they cannot see how it could be 
otherwise than that the ancients were primitive, childlike men in point. 
of intelligence and were incapable of solving the problems of us moderns. 
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about the scientific attainments of the ancient Egyptians. More- 
over, the holy writers knew certain things which the scientists 
could not tell them, knew them by inspiration. “He hangeth the 
earth upon nothing!” Job 26:7. The writer may not have known 
that it is “gravity” which holds the earth in place (if our present 
assumptions are correct; the thing is becoming doubtful). But 
they did know — what their contemporaries did not know — that 
the earth rested on nothing. Since inspiration does not work 
“mechanically” and does not produce unconsciousness, the holy 
writers knew what they had written and those that read these 
statements were intelligent beings.17 

Other misrepresentations: The Bible theologians invented the 
doctrine of the plenary inspiration of Scripture.17 That is a 
slanderous misstatement. They got their doctrine of verbal in- 
spiration in the same way as Dr. H. A. Kelly got it: they went to 
the Bible to see what it had to say about itself, and they believed 
what they heard the Bible say.— Cremer: “Diese Inspirationslehre 
[der Dogmatiker] war ein schlechthinniges Novum.” And a writer 
in the Congregationalist: “The Fundamentalist theory of a verbally 
inspired Bible was unheard of in the Church until the post- 
Reformation period.” That is a falsification of history. The ancient 
Church taught exactly what Luther and the later dogmaticians 
taught.172) — “Others have affirmed that the seat of authority is 





. .. There are many evidences that in matters of astronomy, principles 
of building and architecture, artwork, literary expression, the ancients 
were the equals, if not the superiors, of men today, who have all the 
advantage of building on what the pioneers before them have learned.” 


170) It has been said that the Biblical account “anticipates modern 
scientific discovery.” That means: “The Bible has been so written that 
in the fierce light of the latest science its truthfulness has stood the test 
of the most searching investigation by the keenest antagonists — the 
highest scientific authorities themselves being witness.” (H. M’Intosh, 
op. cit., p. 626.) 

171) R.F. Horton: “At last the poor and insufficient answer is forced 
to come out: We have no reason to give except the arbitrary dogma of 
the Church, and we suppose the dogma was invented as a security for 
the truth of Jesus.... The belief in its inspiration rests only on an un- 
supported dogma.” (Op. cit., pp. 235, 240.) : 

172) H.C. Vedder, who does not believe in Verbal Inspiration, quotes 
statements of the earliest writers (Justin, Irenaeus, and others) to that 
effect and then adds: “It would seem also that there was early developed 
as ‘high’ a doctrine of inspiration as that held by modern theologians. 
Gaius, rather earlier than later, had said: ‘For either they do not be- 
lieve that the divine Scriptures were dictated by the Holy Spirit, and 
thus are infidels; or they think themselves wiser than the Holy Spirit, 
and what are they then but demoniacs?’” (Our New Testament. How 
did We Get It? pp. 48—50.) —The term “dictated” will be examined 
later on.— Charles Gore: “It ought to be said frankly that Luther often 
clings to the oLpER notion of a verbally inspired Bible. He actually 
speaks of the Holy Spirit as the Author of the books of Moses.” (The 
- Doctrine of the Infallible Book, p. 58.) —The Proceedings of the Iowa 
District, 1892, p. 19 ff., submits voluminous quotations from the Church 





Verbal Inspiration —a Stumbling-Block to Jews, Etc. 25 


to be found in the [infallible] Bible. This was particularly the 
contention of the later reformers, who felt the need of some author- 
ity to oppose to the Roman Catholic doctrine of the infallible 
Church.” (The Bible Through the Centuries, p. 290.) Dr. J. 
Stump seconds Willett: “The dogmaticians were led to maintain it 
(the Verbal Inspiration) by the exigencies of the times and the 
stress of their severe dialectics.” One cannot fault Dr. F. Bente 
for saying: “Stump flunkert hier; die Dogmatiker hatten das 
Interesse, die klare Lehre der Schrift ueber die Inspiration vor- 
zulegen.” (Lehre und Wehre, 1904, p. 86.) —H.C. Vedder: “The 
followers of Luther developed an extreme theory of the verbal in- 
spiration and absolute authority of the whole canon.” (Op. cit., 
p. 326.) Not true! Luther had the same “extreme” doctrine as 
the dogmaticians. Charles Gore knows his Luther and says: “Lu- 
ther actually speaks of the Holy Spirit as the author of the books 
of Moses; he submitted his judgment undoubtingly to Scriptural 
statements on points of natural science; and in a famous contro- 
versy he appealed to a New Testament verse as an infallible oracle, 
to be accepted with the purest literalism.” (Loc. cit.) Any “ex- 
treme” statement adduced from the dogmaticians can be matched 
by one from Luther just as “extreme.” — “How sternly would 
Luther have rebuked the rash and baseless dogmatism which says 
that to question a part of the Scriptures is to shake the authority 
of the whole.” (R.F. Horton, op. cit., p.342.) Do not try to make 
people believe that! Luther had no occasion to say anything like 
that. One who declares “The Scriptures have never erred”; “Scrip- 
ture cannot err” (XV:1481; XIX:1073), is not going to extenuate 
the occurrence of mistakes in the Bible. Horton’s interest in this 
is to find support for his contention that the occurrence of errors 
in the Bible need not create doubt as to the trustworthiness of the 
divine parts of the Bible (op. cit., p. 289). Do not ask Luther to 
back up this idea! Luther would say: “No man will take stock in 
a book or writing parts of which are untrue, particularly if he 
cannot tell which parts are true and which are untrue.” (XX:2275.) 
When Professor Frank (Erlangen) applied the same tactics, claim- 
ing that Luther found the Bible to be a mixture of divine and 
human elements, of truth and error, and was not much disturbed 
thereat, Professor Stoeckhardt commented: “Das kann Frank nur 
einem Ignoranten, der Luther nicht kennt, einreden.” (Lehre und 
Wehre, 1890, p. 145.) — Anything to discredit Verbal Inspiration! 

No. 21. A large part of the misstatements with which the 





Fathers which prove that they taught Verbal Inspiration. See also 

P. Kretzmann, The Foundations Must Stand, p. 69 ff.—Dr. Pieper is 

right in saying: “It is evident that Cremer had entirely lost control not 

oO of the a facts but also of himself when he wrote the above.” 
. cit., p. 280. 
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moderns operate consists of misinterpretations of Scripture. Of the 
texts which suffer much at their hands 2 Tim. 3:16 is the chief suf- 
ferer. They use it to support their favorite thesis that only the 
Gospel-message or only the religious teachings are inspired, true 
and trustworthy. As a rule, they offer no proof for this thesis. We 
have noted this under No. 13 (2): “The moderns deal jargely in bare 
assertions.” But the bare assertion becomes a false assertion, a mis- 
statement, when they use 2 Tim. 3:16 or any other text to support it. 
We have come across this misinterpretation several times already; 
but since it is such-a glaring maltreatment of Scripture, it ought 
to receive one more treatment. 

It seems incredible that a theologian would attempt to prove the 
thesis that not all of Scripture is inspired by quoting the text that 
“all Scripture is given by inspiration.” But here is, for instance, 
James Orr (conservative), who writes in the International Standard 
Bible Encyclopedia (s.v. Bible): “Marks of Inspiration. — This is 
the ultimate test of ‘inspiration’ — that to which Paul likewise ap- 
peals — its power to ‘make wise unto salvation through faith which 
is in Christ Jesus’ (2 Tim. 3:15) — its profitableness for ‘teaching, for 
reproof, for correction, for instruction which is in righteousness’ 
(v. 16) — all to the end ‘that the man of God may be complete, fur- 
nished completely unto every good work’ (v.17). Nothing is here 
determined as to ‘inerrancy’ in minor historical, geographical, 
chronological details, in which some would wrongly put the essence 
of inspiration; but it seems implied that at least there is no error 
which can interfere with, or nullify, the utility of Scripture for the 
ends specified. Who that brings Scripture to its own tests of in- 
spiration will deny that, judged as a whole, it fulfils them?” 17% 
We shall restrict ourselves to three remarks. (1) In no known lan- 
guage can the statement that all Scripture is profitable for doctrine, 
etc., be made to mean that some parts of Scripture are not profitable. 





173) Similarly J. M. Gibson: “ ‘Every Scripture inspired of God is 
also profitable for teaching. ...’ That is perhaps the locus classicus on 
the subject of inspiration. ... Almost every one in our day is willing 
to have the scope of Scripture teaching limited to the spiritual and the 
practical.” (Op. cit., p.90.) Dr.N.R.Melhorn in the Lutheran of July 16, 
1941: “The testimony of three — (Paul, Peter, Jude) affirms the 
Bible’s reliable authority. 2 Tim. 3 .. The process of delivery of 
truths to prophets and apostles is Sacto inspiration. Inspiration, while 
beyond human understanding of its nature, can be defined as that action 
of God whereby certain chosen servants of Him were protected from 
error in recording revelation.” (Italics in original. Inspiration, accord- 
ingly, covers only so much of Scripture as deals with the truths of reve- 
lation.) —In this article Dr. Melhorn remarks: “It is not surprising that 
at least once in every generation of the Christian Church the question 
of the Bible’s authority has been raised.” Very true! It has been raised 
in the present generation. That is why we are discussing it just now. 
And as long as men persist in curtailing the authority of Scripture, the 
discussion will have to go on. 
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(2) The text does not propose to give the “marks of inspiration.” 
What the text does is to name the purpose and benefit of inspiration. 
(3) If this were the mark of inspiration, that “it is profitable for 
doctrine,” etc., St. Paul should have given us the mark by which we 
can tell what is profitable for doctrine. Since he did not give such 
a mark, men will have to depend on either your or my or their 
own judgment of what it profitable. But a mark which has no 
objective certainty is useless as a mark. — The moderns are setting 
2 Tim. 3:16 topsy-turvy. 

They do the same with many other passages. Numerous in- 
stances have been given above, such as the maltreatment of: “Let 
us reason together,” “reasonable service,” “treasure in earthen 
vessels,” “Rahab and the dragon” (Is. 51:9), etc. Add, as samples, 
the following monstrosities, taken from Revelation and the Bible, by 
R. F. Horton: “We certainly misunderstand the apostle when we 
give to the moral teaching with which his writings abound that note 
of finality and that suggestion of infallibility which would preclude 
the free operation of the Spirit in revealing other things to us as the 
ages roll by.” (P.302.) And the proof-text offered for this state- 
ment is — Phil. 3:13-16! Look it up.— “The epistle of James dis- 
tinctly disclaims the infallibility which a foolish dogmatism has 
attached to it. See chap. 3:2: ILoAAG& yag xtatiopev dxovtes.” (P. 349.) 
— “Whoever wrote 2 Pet.3:1-7 was under the unscientific im- 
pression that the heavens were a solid substance capable of being 
destroyed by fire.” (P. 362.) — “It was the complaint of our Lord 
against the men of His own day that they searched the Scriptures 
because they thought that in them” (italics in the original) “they 
had eternal life, but would not come to Him that they might have 
life, John 5:39; the R. V. gives the obvious sense of the original. 
It is not a little significant that the passage most frequently quoted 
as an authority for Bible-study is indeed a warning against the 
substitution of Scripture, which is a mere witness, for the Savior 
to whom it is meant to bear witness.” (P. 406.) Anything to get rid 
of Verbal Inspiration! 174) 

Why, they even resort to mistranslations. Horton writes: 
“Because this is the Book of God, we have no reason to say that 
everything said about God in the Book is true. The historical and 





174) That is the purpose of Horton’s book. It ends with these state- 
ments: “We have exalted the Scriptures above our Lord so as to make 
Him Himself seem to be dependent upon them: with a mistaken zeal 
we have given them the very title, viz., the Word of God, which is His 
own ineffable name. In our blindness we have attached such sacred 
ee to everything which is contained in the Biblical literature 

dangerous and, in the last resort, idolatrous perversion 
x Christianity, . . And if even one soul is led out of the comfortable 
but suffocating prison-house of the received dogma into the open air of 
the true revelation, the author will not have toiled in vain.” (Pp. 406, 407.) 
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progressive character of the Book gives no foothold for such un- 
intelligent and slumberous dogmatism. Cf. Deut. 4:19, where 
Jahveh is spoken of as allotting the various objects of false worship 
unto all nations under the whole heaven, but retaining Israel for 
Himself.” (P.10.) That is a misinterpretation of Deut. 4:19. And 
to support this misinterpretation, Moffatt perpetrates this bald 
mistranslation: “The Eternal, your God, has allotted them for 
worship to all nations under the broad sky.” “For worship” is not 
found in the Hebrew text. Putting it in the translation is falsifying 
the text. It amounts to the same when Gore’s A New Commentary 
says: “ ‘divided, i.e., allotted to be worshiped by them.”!75) — 
Another sample. Moffatt translates the ios and Amd of Gen. 
1:11 and 24 with: “of every kind” “every kind of. »” That is an 
impossible translation. The only possible translation is “after his 
kind.” What is the purpose of this falsification? Is it to ward off 
the smashing blow which the phrase “after his kind” gives to 
evolution?17® Better stick to the old tactics and say: Because 
evolution is true, Moses made a mistake by teaching the contrary 
and using the phrase “after his kind.” 

No. 22. The following assertions and arguments might have 
been discussed under the head of “bare assertions” or “misstate- 
ments,” but the reader will see at once why we put them in a 
lower bracket and label them as ludicrous. Here are nine samples, 


all taken from writings which ridicule Verbal Inspiration. Others 
have been noted above. 

There is (1) the allegorizing nonsense. H.E. Fosdick and the 
others condemn the allegorizing interpretation employed by Church 
Fathers in the strongest terms and thank God that this arbitrary 
and fanciful method is no longer in vogue.1™ They are right in 





175) See Koenig, Theologie des Alten Testaments, p. 249: “Erst in 
der neuesten Zeit hat man ja auszusprechen gewagt, dass die Voelker 
ausser Israel ‘von Jahve selbst der Gottlosigkeit und dem Goetzendienst 
preisgegeben’ worden seien. (Delitzsch, Babel und Bibel, II, p.36.) Und 
wie kommt er zu dieser furchtbaren Anklage? Nun, wie soeben aus 
seinem Buch angefuehrt worden ist, soll es ‘mit nackten Worten’ in 
Deut. 4:19 ausgesprochen sein.... Deut. 4:19 sagt also nur dasselbe aus 
wie viele andere Stellen (Ps. 19:2; Jes. 40:26 usw.), dass Gott den Nicht- 
israeliten bloss, aber auch wirklich die allgemeine Offenbarung geschenkt 
hat, die aus Natur und Weltgeschichte herausleuchtet.” 


176) L. S. Keyser: “The so-called translation of Dr. James Moffatt 
cannot be trusted, because he so frequently misconstrues the Hebrew 
text in the interest of his higher criticism and evolutionary conceptions. 

. Moffatt has ‘doctored up’ the Hebrew text of Gen.1:12. ‘Every’ is 
—_ text. And the pronominal form for ‘his’ is ignored.” (Op. cit., 
p. 113. 

177) H. E. Fosdick: “Allegorizing appeared everywhere. ... By 
allegory Origen supported allegory. ... We have outgrown allegory. ... 
In the modern Church this old method of interpretation is largely dis- 
credited.” (Op.cit., pp. 65—96.) Charles Gore: “In the great Alex- 
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condemning the allegorizing of the Fathers, but the queer thing is 
that they are doing the very same thing; only they call it by a 
different name. Fosdick calls it “change in mental categories.” 
The Bible speaks of miracles, of the floating ax-head and the dead 
rising, of angels and devils, etc., but these “forms of thought and 
speech must be translated into modern categories.” (P.129.) The 
others speak of “didactic poems” and “apocalyptic symbolism,” 
call the “legends of the Garden of Eden and of the Fall the vehicle 
of high and pure revelation,” and try to find “the profound prophetic 
philosophy of history” hidden in these stories. Another queer thing 
is that these moderns believe, and would have us believe, that it 
requires great acumen and deep spiritual insight to establish which 
stories of the Bible are history and which are myths and fables. 
The truth of the matter is that they apply a very simple canon: 
any story which contains miraculous or unheard-of elements must 
be treated as a fable. The story of the Fall, for instance, is, on the 
face of it, a fable. R.F. Horton: “A serpent that speaks proclaims 
itself to be in the region of fable.” (Op. cit., p.38.) R.H. Malden 
puts it this way: “Nor do I think that God ever created a serpent 
which spoke with a human voice.” (Op. cit., p.54.) Franz De- 
litzsch, prominent Lutheran exegete, came to the same conclusion: 
“Das Reden der Schlange steht auf gleicher Linie mit dem Reden 
der Tiere in der Fabel,” and you have the choice, he says, of dis- 
missing it as a pure myth or trying to find some deep symbolic 
import in it. And the sun, of course, could not literally do what the 
Book of Joshua says it did. Nor could a real fish have swallowed 
and disgorged a real man. It is the old canon of the allegorist 
Origen: when we cannot believe the literal meaning to be true, 
we must resort to allegorizing. The only difference is that these 
moderns apply the canon in the spirit of “vulgar” rationalism. 
Discussing the statement of Delitzsch, Dr. Stoeckhardt says: “Von 
solchen Saetzen zum rationalismus vulgaris ist nur ein kleiner 
Schritt.” (Lehre und Wehre, 1890, p. 204.) It really harks back to 
the old vulgar rationalist Celsus, the pagan. “Celsus makes jest 
also of the serpent, taking the narrative to be an old wife’s fable.” 
(See footnote 40.) Were the “vulgar” rationalists possessed of 
deep spiritual insight? 

Furthermore, it strains our powers of belief too much when the 
moderns ask us to believe that the writers of these Biblical poems 
and fables believed that their readers would possess such a high 





andrian teachers, Clement and Origen, this allegorical method runs 
riot again. Origen held that the literal meaning of the text is constantly 
allowed to be such as we cannot believe to be true, just in order to 
force us to consider the spiritual, or hidden, meaning. Most of the 
Fathers held fast to both the literal and the hidden meaning. To us 
their allegorical interpretations appear utterly arbitrary.” (Op. cit., p.51.) 
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degree of intelligence that they would not mistake these poems and 
fables for actual history though they are presented as actual history 
and would find the intended meaning though not a hint of the in- 
tended meaning is given by the story-teller. The story of Jonah 
does not hint at any hidden meaning, but the readers of the story, 
at least the readers in the centuries of Enlightenment, would find 
that here the story of Israel’s captivity and deliverance was being 
told. As we said above, “Fosdick is able to believe that when the 
writer of Josh. 10:12 wrote: ‘Then spake Joshua,’ etc., he did not 
mean to say that Joshua actually spoke or that the sun actually 
stood still, but that he was writing a poem and hoping that in the 
last days a man would arise who would be able to interpret the 
mysterious words ‘And the sun stood still.’ ” 

And finally, when you hear how the moderns interpret these 
poems, myths and fables, you will understand why we had to have 
a ludicrous section in our black-list. For instance, what was the 
real story clothed in the poetic language of Josh.10:12f.? Why, 
simply this, say some of the interpreters, that Joshua asked for, and 
received, the strength and ability to do two days’ work in one 
day.178) Or, what is back of the legend of Abraham? Why, says the 
Dean of Wells, “Abraham should perhaps be regarded as repre- 
senting a tribe or clan rather than as a single historic figure” (op. 
cit.,p.11). Please give us the meaning of particular incidents in the 
legend; for instance, what does the laughing of Sarah mean? We 
cannot tell you that, say the interpreters of the Biblical story-tellers, 
that is an immaterial embellishment; but we can tell you what the 
marriage of Abraham and Sarah means. — Tell us! — Why, it was 
“the symbol of the political union of a southern Israelitic clan with 
a non-Israelitic tribe south of Hebron. And Abraham’s relations 
with Hagar represent the intimate intercourse between Egypt, 
Palestine, and Arabia.” Etc. Thus the Encyclopaedia Biblica. (See 





178) Ernst Muehe: “Theologen der Neuzeit meinen, die Stelle 
muesste als eine bloss dichterische Darstellung des Ereignisses aufgefasst 
werden: Josua habe erkannt, das Werk dieses Tages sei so gross, dass 
fuer die bloss menschliche Kraft der Tag noch einmal so lang sein 
muesste als ein gewoehnlicher, sonst koenne er es nicht zu Ende bringen. 
In heiligem Eifer betend, haette er diese Ueberzeugung in die dichteri- 
schen Worte gekleidet: Sonne, stehe still usw. Damit haette er aber 
nur gemeint: HErr Gott, verleihe uns auf ausserordentliche Weise 
doppelte Kraft, dass wir in einem Tage vollbringen, wozu sonst die An- 
strengung zweier Tage noetig ist. Dies Gebet haette der liebe Gott auch 
erhoert und ihnen doppelte Kraft gegeben. ... Ein wirklicher Stillstand 
der Sonne und des Mondes sei dabei gar nicht behauptet, sondern das 
waere nur bildliche Redeweise. Seitdem selbst der grosse Gottes- 
gelehrte Hengstenberg leider diese willkuerliche Meinung behauptet hat, 
sind ihm darin viele gefolgt.” (Biblische Merkwuerdigkeiten, p. 93.) 
Muehe then goes on to point out that the poem is somewhat askew, 
since it tells the story in such a way that not only additional strength 
but also additional time was needed. 
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Lehre und Wehre, 1902, p. 25.) Then there is Fosdick’s allegorizing 
which translates the Biblical forms of thought and speech into 
modern categories. The women at the tomb never really saw angels. 
Then what did they mean when they told the disciples that they 
really did see some? In his examination of the Modern Use of the 
Bible John Bloore deals with this puzzle: “How, then, shall we ex- 
plain what these categories, which the modern man discards because 
of his superior intelligence, meant to those who could and did use 
them? ... The category of demonology and angelology is nothing 
more or less than ‘a transient phrasing of abiding experiences’ (Fos- 
dick). ... The modern man is virtually denying that the Biblical 
writers meant what they said when they described angelic visitation, 
ministry, and communication as being commerce with actual spir- 
itual beings.” And now: “Did the Lord mean that the Father would 
send Him twelve legions of ‘spiritual experiences’? And what can 
He mean. when He speaks of joy in the presence of the angels [of 
spiritual experiences] over a repentant sinner?” (Alternative Views 
of the Bible, p. 94f.) — These are some of the “facts” which keep 
the moderns from accepting Verbal Inspiration! — Indeed, if the 
Bible-stories were of such a nature that we had to go to these 
interpreters to find out their meaning, we, too, would turn our backs 
on Verbal Inspiration.1" 

2) Speaking of myths, we want to say that we are unable to 
accept and believe the myths which the moderns present to us. 
We cannot believe in the existence of the Redactor. He is nothing 
but a mythical character. We are loathe to believe that a man 
worked on the Bible in such a clumsy fashion that it takes the 
higher critics years and decades and centuries to unravel his work. 
And that is another myth which we cannot accept—that the 
higher critics possess the uncanny ability to take up a book written 
centuries ago and tell us with unfailing accuracy which sections 
were written by P and which by J, and even to split up a single 
verse, assigning each half to a different source. You are asking 
too much of us if you want us to invest the higher critics with 
these supernatural powers.18®) ‘You cannot expect us to keep a 





179) By the way, Gore makes a most illogical deduction from the 
fact that he and we condemn Origen’s allegorical interpretation. In the 
passage quoted above he continues: “Hardly any one now can be 
found really to rely upon it. I mention this only because those who 
would force us to retain the ancient literalism without the ancient 
allegorism seem to be behaving unreasonably.” That is certainly a queer 
canon: if a man is wrong in one thing, it must be presumed that he 
is wrong in everything.— Anything to bring Verbal Inspiration into 
disrepute! 

180) J.Bloore: “Its acceptance requires us to believe that the critics 
possess unparalleled literary keenness and an acumen which indeed 
must be accounted stupendous. In fact, could anything short of the 
supernatural account for their mysterious, uncanny skill in dismantling 
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sober face when we hear the modern redactors telling us the true 
story of the Cursing of the Fig-tree (see No. 13, 8) and pretending 
that they can tell the story of Christ’s life and death better than the 
eye-witnesses. It is too ludicrous; says H.M’Intosh: “He [Pro- 
fessor Schmiedel in Encycl. Biblica] fitly crowns these feats, on 
this assumption, by what is perhaps the most ludicrous of all — 
that these critics are able two millenniums away to know and 
tell what Jesus was, said, and did, better than the men who lived 
with Him, and died for Him, and were especially chosen and in- 
spired of God for the express purpose of giving to the world for 
its salvation God’s record of His Son and revelation of Himself.” 
The crowning absurdity appears from the next sentence: “And 
that, too, from these assumed to be ‘utterly untrustworthy’ writ- 
ings.” (Op. cit., p. 711.) 

On a par with this conceit of the higher critics is the claim of 
the evolutionists that they can give us the authentic account of the 
origin of this world. Far removed from the scene of activities, they 
act and speak as though they had been present, and, ignorant 
though they are of the inner working of the forces of nature today, 
they claim to know all about their operation “millions of years 
ago.” When a Christian hears these claims, he says: “Das glaube 
ich noch lange nicht.”18) And the scientist declares: “If we are 
not able to see far into the causes and origin of life in our day, 
it is not probable that we shall deal more successfully with the 
problem as to how it arose many million years ago.” (Marquis of 
Salisbury. See footnote 118.) — Anything to discredit Verbal In- 
spiration—even if they have to credit the higher critics with 
supernatural faculties. 


3) The higher critics take great credit for having discovered 
a simple way of disposing of the Biblical difficulties. H. L. Willett: 





documents? ... The critics of Scripture go at their task with neither 
doubts nor qualms. They even split up the text of a document into 
such minute fractions that a single word is sometimes assigned to 
another source than that of the rest of the verse. Resort must be had 
to that which their highly developed historical sense requires them 
to discard—the supernatural and miraculous—as well-nigh the only 
adequate explanation of this extraordinary ability to analyze, dissect, 
sift, and piece together the different documents in so complete a mass 
of literature as the Old Testament must be, according to their views. 
It is really too much to ask of any one not already committed to it 
as a corollary of their peculiar view of the Bible.” (Op. cit., p. 64.) 

181) Dr. E. A. W. Krauss: “Wie, fragt ein Christ, die Heilige Schrift 
soll den Naturwissenschaften widersprechen? der Astronomie? Und 
wenn sie es tut, wer hat dann recht? Gott, der Sonne, Mond und alle 
Sterne selbst erschaffen hat, . . . der soll in seinem Wort nicht besser 
und zuverlaessiger reden koennen vom Lauf und Gang dieser Himmels- 
koerper als diese Menschen, deren nie einer auch nur einem dieser 
Koerper nahe gekommen ist? Das glaube ich noch lange nicht.” (Proc. 
Syn. Conf., 1902, p. 7.) 
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“Higher criticism has destroyed the doctrine of verbal inspiration. 
... It has made faith easier and more confident. . . . Most of all, 
it has explained the seeming contradictions and conflicts of Biblical 
statements which were in former periods the target of captious and 
often successful attack.” (Op. cit., p. 264.) Yes, Paine attacks, for 
instance, the accounts that Saul knew David and that Saul did not 
recognize David, and declares: “These two accounts belie each 
other.” How do the higher critics relieve the situation and explain 
the conflict of these two statements? N.R. Best has told us that, 
while “the conservative puckers his brows for hours attempting to 
range all the data of the story in one consistent chain and weaves 
a great net of cross references by which he drags the questioned 
paragraph or chapter into a decidedly different orientation,” the 
liberal scholar has found an easy way out of the difficulty: “The 
higher critic says: “Two traditions’ — and lets it go at that.” (Op. cit., 
p. 120 f.)182) Very simple; but Paine would say that that does away 
with Verbai Inspiration. Surely, say the higher critics, Verbal 
Inspiration must go; we are one with you there. And so Paine is 
satisfied. And the higher critics actually believe that they have 
accomplished great things for the cause of the Bible and Christen- 
dom. H.L. Willett can solve many other difficulties. Ingersoll finds 
the story of Jonah difficult to believe. Willett tells him: “The 
miraculous features of the narrative present no difficulties to one 
who approaches it in the spirit of a student of history and tradition.” 
The thing did not happen in real life! (Op. cit., p.110f.) And so 
Ingersoll is satisfied. But he is not going to give the higher critics 
credit for having discovered a new and ingenious way of solving the 
difficulty. He will insist that he knew that right along. Professor 
Kantonen tells us that “the application of scientific and historical 
methods to the study of the Bible” will relieve us of the “handicaps” 
which “the mechanical theories of inspiration” place upon exegesis. 
(See Conc. THEot. Mruty., VII, p. 223.) All very simple, but what 
we are objecting to at present is that the higher critics want us to 
look upon their proposed solution as indicative of great acumen. 


4) We can credit the higher critics with great resourcefulness. 





182) R.F.Horton: “How is it that in the story of Saul and David 
we find David, in 1Sam.16:18, introduced to Saul as ‘a mighty man of 
valor and a man of war,’ and yet, at the end of chapter 17, Saul inquires 
of Abner whose son David was, as if he had never seen him before, 
and can get no information from Abner about him?” Answer: “Criticism 
has solved the difficulties and given us a genuine explanation of the 
apparent flaws and imperfections. ... Criticism has, in one word, revealed 
the nature of these historical compositions, showing approximately the 
materials which go to their making and the period of their compilation.” 
(Op. cit., pp. 91—94.) Higher criticism says: “Two traditions” and lets 
it go at that. 


3 
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First they said that Moses could not have composed the Penta- 
teuchal code; such an elaborate code could have been produced 
only in the ninth century. Then it was found that the code of 
Hammurabi was written about 850 years before Moses. What now? 
Why, Moses copied from Hammurabi. (See Lehre und Wehre, 
1903, p.60; 1913, p.306.)-—“A few years ago it was customary 
for criticism to deny that these plagues ever happened. Classify- 
ing them among the reputed folk-lore of the Hebrews and rele- 
gating them to the realm of the purely mythological, the critic 
calmly and boldly denied that they ever occurred at all. But these 
past years of research and study have so established the historicity 
of the record that this procedure is no longer possible; so the new 
attack has been made on the basis of naturalism. It is plainly 
stated that Moses himself brought about these plagues upon the 
Egyptians, and that he did so by the use of his own superior 
knowledge. In a word, he was a bacteriologist, three and a half 
thousand years before Pasteur! That in itself is a greater miracle 
than the plagues could ever have been! No microscope, no instru- 
ments of research, yet he not only anticipated the discoveries of 
Lister and Pasteur, but he also applied germ warfare to the redemp- 
tion of Israel and ‘bent the Egyptians to his will’... The present 
writer of this refutation is not utterly ignorant of the science of 
bacteriology, but he humbly confesses that he does not know of 
any pathogenic micro-organism that would bite everybody except 
a Hebrew... .” (H.Rimmer, in Christian Faith and Life, April, 
1937, pp. 91, 98.) 


5) The critics display great ingenuity in extenuating the pious 
frauds practiced upon God’s people. How did the Book of Jonah, 
a romance, a fable, get among the sacred books of Israel? That 
was due to “the inveterate love of romance common to the ancient 
Jews.” (See No. 13, 4.) Or, it is due to the queer working of the 
Oriental mind. Dealing with the question whether “the story of 
Eden is to be called history or allegory,” N.R.Best says: “The 
difficulty felt by so many modern Christians in accepting allegory 
as an inspired vehicle of God’s truth is strictly an occidental diffi- 
culty. No Oriental would feel it. It is a hindrance imposed on 
faith by the unimaginative matter-of-factness that is more or less 
characteristic of the Anglo-Saxon mind everywhere, and especially 
of that strain in Anglo-Saxondom which draws inspiration from the 
rigid and literal Puritans. To them the exercise of mental inven- 
tion to create a tale of what never happened on sea or land was 
a wilful excursion into the realm of that Evil One who was a liar 
from the beginning. Of course, they could not dream of such a 
piece of wicked impertinence existing within the covers of the 
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Bible.” (Op. cit., p. 88.)189) We have strong doubts whether the 
Oriental mind is so constituted that it condones the telling of 
myths as true history. Furthermore, the Bible is meant for the 
Occidentals as much as for the Orientals. On Best’s and Malden’s 
theory God would have had to give the world two Bibles, an 
Oriental and an Occidental Bible. Above all, the normal (the 
Christian) Oriental mind feels on this point the same as the 
normal (the Christian) Occidental, Anglo-Saxon, Puritan mind: 
it feels and knows that God could not have inspired the prophets 
to present myths and romances as history. 


6) Some more “pious fraud.” By what right did the anonymous 
writer of the Pastoral Epistles sign Paul’s name to them? “It seemed 
legitimate in that age to put words on the lips of a man whose mind 
was being interpreted.” (Prof. W. C. Berkemeyer in New Testament 
Commentary, p.582.) This flimsy apology is elaborated by R. F. 
Horton thus: “Supposing this conjecture of the origin of these letters 
be accepted — that they are not a composition of St.Paul in the 
literal sense of the word — what difference does it make to our idea 
of the revelation contained in them? It must be owned, very little. 
The truths are not less true because they are incorporated in a com- 
position which had the origin we have supposed.... We have here 
an example of religious writing common in antiquity but unknown 
among us.” (The Oriental mind works differently from the Occi- 
dental mind, and the mind of the ancients differently from that of 
the moderns!) And “the author of the Second Epistle of Peter” 
(which purports to be a writing of St. Peter) “had no intention to 
deceive when he wrote in the name of his august master. To call 
him a falsarius is a very gratuitous condemnation. ... This humble 
disciple had no intention whatever of imposing on his readers, who 
knew as well as he did that Peter was dead years ago.” (Op. cit., 
p. 310 f., 360f.) Was the Chronicler a falsarius? “In 1 Kings 5: 
13-15 Solomon sends a levy of 30,000 men out of Israel to do the 
work, while the Chronicler (2 Chron. 2:17 f.) insists on it that these 
hewers of wood, etc., were strangers, and he gives their number 





183) The Dean of Wells on the Oriental mind: “We always think 
first of truth of fact; Orientals are said always to think first of truth 
of value. ... We must remember that the Old Testament was written 
by Orientals, who did not contemplate any but Oriental readers. We are 
likely to miss a great deal of its meaning unless we can learn to read 
it with Oriental eyes.” On the legends in Numbers, Exodus, and the 
latter part of Genesis: “The Oriental attitude towards fact is not the 
same as our own, and in the Old Testament the center of interest is 
not in the facts narrated but in the construction put upon them.” “The 
stories of Abraham passing off Sarah as his sister and Jacob’s deception 
of Isaac are legends or pieces of folk-lore. Orientals have never regarded 
duplicity as we do, but have always admired it (when successful) as 
a mark of superior intelligence. They do not appear to feel strongly 
against treachery.” (Op. cit., pp. 8, 31, 61.) 
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exactly as the same as the passage in Kings, which suggests that he 
purposely corrects the impression that native-born Israelites would 
be employed on such corvée-work.” (P.131.) He was not a 
falsarius but a corrector! But some of his statements must be 
taken cum grano salis. “A comparison between 2 Sam. 24:9 and 
1 Chron. 21:5 illustrates afresh the Chronicler’s habit of raising the 
figures.” (P.129.) The Chronicler committed a falsification, and 
he did it from chauvinistic motives. What about the pious fraud 
committed by the writer of Heb. XI? “We are not at liberty to 
accept the statements there made about Abraham and the other 
worthies as additional historical facts.” But the writer of He- 
brews presents them as historical facts —is that not a falsification? 
No, indeed, “our author is simply treating the subject homiletically; 
he is reading into those early records a rich spiritual or theological 
significance.” (P. 130.) — We thought that the era of Bruno Bauer, 
who made Luke invent historical figures (Lysanias) to suit his 
purpose, was past. We were mistaken. 


7) Occasionally the Biblical writers make false statements in 
good faith. They are not falsarii; their fault is incompetence. We 
must remember that the authors of the books of Judges, Kings, 
Chronicles, wrote in the days when “the habits of exact chronology 
and accurate chronicling had not been cultivated.” (R. F. Horton, 
op. cit., p.104.) “The Chronicler — in perfect good faith, but with- 
out any historic justification — reads into the story of the ancient 
monarchy the ideas and practices of his own time. It is idle and 
foolish to bring the charges of dishonesty against a writer because, 
in the manner of all authors in antiquity, he felt at liberty to 
dress the story of by-gone and ancient days in the garb and color- 
ing of his own surroundings and his own preconceptions.” “For 
example, when the older historian says that Solomon gave to Hiram 
twenty cities in the land of Galilee (1 Kings 9:11) and the 
Chronicler speaks of the cities which Hiram had given to Solomon 
(2 Chron. 8:2), we are to conclude that the later author, dazzled 
with the glory of the great king, could not credit the story that 
Solomon had handed over cities in his own land to a stranger and 
assumed that the transaction had been precisely the other way.” 
(P. 134f., 124.)184) Was Luke one of these authors of antiquity 
who had not cultivated the habits of exact chronology? Yes, in- 
deed, says Gore’s A New Commentary, on Acts 7:6-11: “Luke’s 
defective sense of time, which is one of his limitations as a his- 





184) Gore’s A New Commentary: “A remarkable rewriting of 
history; the Chronicler dismisses such a tradition as unworthy of a great 
king and reverses the transaction.”—See Commentary by Jamieson, 
Fausset, Brown or Weimar Bibel: “Die Staedte, die Hiram Salomo 
wiedergab, weil sie ihm nicht gefielen.” 
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torian, appears here.” Luke was honest enough, but he lacked the 
exactitude of the modern historian.1®») 

8) When we saw the statement by F. Bettex: “These critics 
say that God, not being a man, cannot speak; consequently there 
is no word of God!” (Fundamentals, IV, p. 82), we were inclined 
to think that he might have overstated the case. But we later 
found that, for instance, C. H. Dodd, professor of exegesis at Oxford, 
declares in all seriousness: The Epistle to the Romans cannot be, 
strictly speaking, “the Word of God.” For “in the expression ‘the 
Word of God’ lurks an equivocation. A word is properly a means 
of conmmunicating thought through vibrations of the vocal cords, 
peculiar to the human species. The Eternal has neither breath nor 
vocal cords; how should He speaks words?” (Op. cit., p.16.) It is 
an undeniable fact that God has no vocal cords; and this is one of 
the “facts” over against which Verbal Inspiration cannot stand! 

9) We listed a number of misinterpretations under No. 21. 
The following ones are listed here because of their outstanding 
absurdity. Paine: “I begin by saying that these two chapters [Gen. 
1 and 2] contain two different and contradictory stories of a 
creation.” Name one of these contradictions! Gore’s New Com- 
mentary: “Gen. 2:4b-25: J’s Narrative of Creation. ... Man is 
formed before plants and animals.” Name one more! Ingersoll: 
“In the first account, man is made ‘male and female’; in the second 


only a male is made, and there is no intention of making a woman 
whatever.” Any more? Yes. “In the first chapter of Genesis, 
Adam alone is mentioned and the woman is left out.” We have 
already listed this particular blunder of a nameless discrepancy- 
hunter (see page 501),18® but set it down here again for the 





185) R.F.Horton: “This opening passage of Acts gives us a clear 
indication that the author lays no claim to infallibility. In the simplest 
and most natural way he corrects himself.” (Italics in original.) “When 
he wrote the gospel, he had been under the impression that the ascension 
had taken place immediately after the resurrection. . . . The author 
looked on these events as compressed into a few hours. When he 
approached his second treatise, he was better informed and knew that 
for six weeks after the resurrection the risen Lord manifested Himself 
to His disciples. ... When an author thus corrects himself, we certainly 
learn to trust him more as an honest writer, but we feel at once the 
absurdity of ascribing the qualities of infallibility and inerrancy to his 
work.” (Op.cit., p.260f.) —Lenski on Luke 24:50: “Intolerable is the 
claim, which boasts as being the genuine exegesis, that in his gospel 
Luke tells us that Jesus ascended to heaven on the very day of His 
resurrection, while in the Acts the same Luke tells us that Jesus ascended 
forty days later. This preposterous claim calls it genuine exegesis when 
it decrees, ‘He led them out’ must mean that very Easter night. So the 
ascension took place at night, in the moonlight! First Luke got hold of 
one tradition and followed it; then he discovered another and again 
followed it, with never a word of explanation—and he sent both 
documents to the same man, Theophilus!” 

186) H.Rimmer “pointed out to him that his error was a lack of 
intelligent reading of the text” (Gen.1:27). And, “Moses adds later 
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purpose of comparing his lack of intelligent reading of the text 
with that evidenced by the New Commentary of the well-known 
Bishop Gore. The writer of the statement: “Man is formed before 
plants and animals (Gen. 2:4 b-25)” did not read this text intel- 
ligently. —R.H. Malden: “Eden is fairy-land.... It was fairy- 
land to Ezekiel when he wrote of the king of Tyre of his own day: 
‘Thou wast in Eden, the garden of God, . . . thou art the anointed 
cherub,’ chap. 28:13, 14.” (Op. cit., p.53.) “I doubt whether justice 
is, as a general rule, done to the episode of the burning bush, Ex. 3. 
Knowledge of another person’s name was, and probably still is, in 
some parts of the world, supposed to give the possessor some power 
over him.” (P.33.) “The prayer of Jonah does not fit the cir- 
cumstances which are said to have given rise to it. ‘Out of the 
belly of hell cried I’—not of the fish.” Best of all: “Jonah was 
angry at the success of his own mission to Nineveh, but in spite of 
its repentance it had long been desolate. (In fact, it had been 
destroyed some three centuries before the book was written.)” 
(P.57f.) So the story is evidently a fabrication, and in the face of 
these “facts” Verbal Inspiration cannot stand! —R.F. Horton: “On 
the old and orthodox idea of revelation the Epistle of Jude would 
be discredited; for it is impossible that apocryphal works like the 
Book of Enoch and the Assumption of Moses (v.9) are worthy of 
credit.” (Op. cit., p.364.) Who told Horton that Jude is quoting 
from these apocryphal books? But aside from that, on Horton’s 
theory St.Paul’s writings would be in worse condemnation, for 
Paul even quotes from pagan writers.—It seems incredible that 
Marcus Dods (a conservative modern), in listing “irreconcilable 
discrepancies,” should offer this: “According to Mark, Luke, and 
John the women found the stone already rolled away from the 
entrance to the tomb; according to Matthew this was accomplished 
by an angel in the presence of the women.” (The Bible, Its Origin 
and Nature, p.136.) Matthew does not say that the women saw 
the angel rolling away the stone and seating himself on it. For one 
thing, he has éxé$nto and not éxébioev. See Zahn’s Kommentar on 
Matt. 28:1-3. — We have not the space to display any more samples. 

No. 23. Some of the assertions and arguments are more than 
ludicrous; they are grotesque. We submit three samples. Arthur 
Brisbane (who would classify himself as ultraliberal) thus proves 
that the Bible-story is not true: Jesus said, “Today thou shalt,” etc.; 
but “if the soul travels at the speed of the radio rays, which in less 
than one second pass around the globe seven times, it would take 
it 300,000,000 years to reach the limits of the universe.” 





details that he did not use in the broad outline. ... How marvelously this 
illustrates the ability of the keen mentality that would contradict the 
Book that God has written!” 
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H. E. Fosdick (very liberal) and Ingersoll find that the Sinaitic 
wilderness could not possibly have sustained the 600,000 men and 
their families, 3,000,000 persons. So Fosdick solves the difficulty 
by suggesting, in the Ladies’ Home Journal, that the Hebrew word 
alaf be here translated “a family.” “All our trouble comes from 
translating it ‘a thousand’ here.” Num.1:34,35 would thus state 
that the tribe of Manasseh numbered not 32,000 but had thirty-two 
families, making 200 people altogether. So a total of only about 
5,500 made the Exodus. “At least that fits the possibilities.” 
No miracle was needed to sustain such a vast host. It is not neces- 
sary to assume that Moses “stretched the statistics.” And Ingersoll 
can no longer gloat over the biometrical blunder committed by 
Moses in letting the seventy increase to three millions in such 
a short time. However, if Fosdick’s suggestion is adopted, Ingersoll 
will have to charge Moses with a bad arithmetical error. Add 
the 46 “families” of Reuben, the 59 of Simeon, and all the others, 
and we get 598 “families.” But the census officials whose figures 
Moses accepts, get the sum of 603 “families” (Num. 1:46). Com- 
puting a family at 6, the census official for Gad should have reported 
270 persons. He padded the figures and reported 650. The national 
official tried to rectify these mistakes, and in verse 46, where he 
was entitled to 3,618, he put down only 550. These men were 
poor in arithmetic. If Israel numbered 603,550 men, the figures 
given Ex. 38:25, 26, as to the sum raised by taxation, are correct. 
If Fosdick’s suggested figure, 5,500, is correct, the sum given in 
verse 25, at half a shekel for every man, cannot be correct. Or else 
they were taxed to death. (See further Theol. Mthly., 1928, p. 299 ff.) 

H.C. Alleman: “Matt. 21:7 says the disciples placed their gar- 
ments upon them (the ass and the colt), and He sat on them. Does 
that mean that Jesus sat upon both animals?” (Luth. Church 
Quart., Oct., 1940, p. 356.)187 Dr. Alleman goes out of his way 
to give the sacred story a farcical twist. Before him David Fried- 
rich Strauss did it. He says that “the evangelist makes Jesus 
slavishly and unreasonably carry out the prophetic description 
by riding at once upon both animals.” The Lange-Schaff Com- 
mentary calls it a “frivolous criticism,” “to which it is sufficient 
to reply that Matthew knew as much Hebrew and had as much 
common sense as any modern critic of his gospel.” 

“Wir sind Wirklichkeitsmenschen!” — Gentlemen, your facts 
have turned out to be fictions. Tu. ENGELDER 
(To be continued) 

187) Similarly Gore’s A New Commentary: “Matthew’s misunder- 
standing of Zechariah leads him into absurdity. He speaks .. . of the 
Lord as riding on both animals.” He does not. Just “refer the second 


avtaév (them) to the garments” (Exp. Gr. Test.). According to Greek 
grammar it fits perfectly. 








Sermon Study on Rom. 8: 29-32 


Sermon Study en Rom. 8:29-32 


Eisenach Epistle Selection for New Year’s Day 


The Eisenach Epistle Selection for New Year’s Day comprises 
vv. 24-32 of the eighth chapter of Paul’s letter to the Romans. 
A sermon study on vv. 24-28 will be found in the January, 1941, 
issue, page 23. 

Beginning with v. 29, the apostle states the reason for his 
bold assertion, v. 28. Paul had assured his readers that all things 
work together for good to them that love God, to them who are 
the called according to purpose. A Christian is a Christian not by 
chance, not because he happened to be born as the child of 
Christian parents. The Christian has been called by the Lord 
into His holy Christian Church. This call was not extended in 
a haphazard manner, God having no special person in mind. God 
called with a purpose, with the firm intention to make certain 
sinners His children and heirs of salvation and with the full de- 
termination to rule and shape all things in such a manner that 
they must ultimately work for the eternal welfare of His children. 
This truth, so comforting to the Christian, is proved beyond the 
possibility of refutation by the facts brought out in vv. 29 and 30, 
and in vv. 31-39 the brief statement of 28a is expanded, the 
apostle showing in a detailed manner that nothing can keep the 
elect of God, His chosen children, from attaining their eternal 
salvation. 

In vv. 29 and 30 we have eight aorists illustrating the flexibility 
in the use of this Greek tense often so puzzling to the interpreter 
and presenting almost insurmountable difficulties to the translator. 
The aorist presents the simple action, the action “an und fuer sich,” 
as Robertson puts it. Very frequently the aorist has no special 
reference to the actual past but expresses a truth valid at all 
times, the so-called gnomic aorist. Compare, e.g., the verbs in 
Matt. 13:35; Luke 7:35; Jas.1:11, etc. In our passage the first three 
aorists “did foreknow,” “did predestinate,” v. 29, “did predestinate” 
v. 30, describe acts of God that definitely lie in the past, that 
occurred in eternity, as we shall see. The five following verbs in 
v. 30 are gnomic aorists, describing these three acts of God, the 
calling, the justifying, the glorifying of those foreknown and 
predestinated, as constantly being repeated in the past, present, 
and future. God has called men throughout the millenniums 
extending from the time that He called Adam to repentance to 
our day. He is still calling men into His kingdom in the year of 
grace 1942, and He will continue to do so until the last man He 
intends to call shall have been called. Many of those who have 
been called have already been justified and glorified. Others are 
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justified but still await their glorification; still others who have 
been predestinated have not yet been called. For them the calling, 
the justification, and the glorification still lie in the future, either 
because they have not yet been born or because, though they are 
living and have perhaps arrived at old age, God’s own chosen 
hour has not yet come. This entire activity of God in the times 
of the past, the present, and the future, whereby all those fore- 
known and predestinated from eternity have been or are being or 
shall be called, justified, and glorified, is covered by the aorists, 
each of which designates the act it denotes as a simple fact, “an 
und fuer sich,” without reference to time, irrespective of whether 
it is past, present, or future. 

After this brief survey let us examine more closely the indi- 
vidual statements of our text, asking God that they may prove also 
in us their gracious power to make us truly happy, care-free 
children of God, divinely assured of their eternal salvation. 

“For whom He did foreknow, He also did predestinate.” The 
word xgoyweooxew occurs only four times in the New Testament. 
Twice it is used of the foreknowledge of men, Acts 26:5, 1 Pet. 3:7, 
twice with God as the subject. Rom. 8:29; 11:2. The noun occurs 
only twice, in both instances of God’s foreknowledge. Acts 2:23; 
1 Pet. 1:21. In the latter passage Peter addresses his readers as 
strangers elect according to the foreknowledge of God the Father. 
Katé denotes the relation which the foreknowledge has to their 
being elect ones, chosen ones, this relation here being causative. 
They owe their election to the foreknowledge of the Father. In Acts 
2:23 Christ is called one “delivered,” given out, given over, to the 
enemies “by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God,” 
the dative being the instrumental, denoting the cause. Here the 
term “foreknowledge” is intimately linked with the preceding term 
“determinate counsel.” The article is not repeated before fore- 
knowledge. When only one article is used before two nouns, the 
two epithets are applied to the same object. “When a second 
article does occur, it accents sharply a different aspect of the person 
or phase of the subject.” Robertson, Grammar, I, p. 785. In Luke 
6:49 “he that heareth and doeth not,” 6 5% dxovous xali pi xoimjoas, 
does not denote two different persons, but one only; likewise toi 
xveiov xai owtijgos in 2 Pet. 2:20 and in 3:2 does not designate two 
different persons in God, but one only, the Son. The Savior is 
identical with the Lord, just as in James 3:9 God and Father denote 
one person, and in 1 Tim. 4:3 those that know the truth are the 
very ones that believe. In like manner in Acts 2:23 the fore- 
knowledge of God is identical with, the same act as, the determinate 
counsel of God, according to which God delivered His Son. Hence 
God’s foreknowledge very clearly comprises more than a mere 
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prescience, a being aware of anything beforehand; the term “prog- 
nosis” denotes the same act of God’s will that is called the de- 
terminate counsel. There can be no doubt that there is such 
a knowledge of God which is at the same time a determination, 
an act of the will. That is the clear teaching of Acts 2:23. Hodge 
therefore correctly translates “fixed the mind upon us,” and Zahn, 
“ein seinen Gegenstand aneignendes Erkennen,” “a knowledge 
appropriating its object, whereby the person is transferred out 
of his estrangement from God into the sphere of God’s love.” (Zahn, 
Roemerbrief, 3d. ed., p. 419.) 

“Whom He did foreknow.” When did this act of God whereby 
He lovingly directed His attention upon us occur? Not only after 
we were born, not only in the millenniums of time, but in eternity. 
This is evident from the fact that the “predestinating,” which in 
the very next clause is described as one of the immediate and 
inherent effects of God’s foreknowledge, is in Eph. 1:4, 5 placed 
side by side with “chosen,” which in turn took place “before the 
foundation of the world.” In like manner the “purpose of God,” 
Rom. 8:28, of which the “foreknowledge” is the foundation, is placed 
into eternity, Eph. 3:11; 2 Tim.1:9. What a comforting and faith- 
engendering and strengthening and preserving truth. Already 
from eternity God has known and loved me and directed his 
attention upon me, included me in His eternal plans, and these 
plans were plans of love and mercy. 

“Whom He did foreknow.” We note that the object of God’s 
foreknowledge is designated only by the simple word “whom,” 
a very general term, left undefined except by the verb “known.” 
They are such as God lovingly foreknew. The reason why they 
are so known is stated as little as is the purpose for which God 
took note of them already in eternity. There is no second or 
predicate accusative, and there is no causal nor final clause added. 
There is no need for such addition. The plain statement that God 
has known some people, has embraced them in His loving knowl- 
edge, is sufficient. Every attempt to add something is not only 
useless but does violence to the Word of God. Cp. Deut. 4:2; 
Prov. 30:6.* 





*) In commenting on this passage Zahn makes a remark very 
much to the point: “Above all one must reject as an impermissible 
interpolation the thought that God from eternity, or in general before 
He had called the children of God, had known before that they would 
believingly follow His call to salvation and remain steadfast in their 
first faith until the end; from which fact another deduction is made 
that God had predetermined these individual persons, whose obedience 
of faith He had foreseen, unto conformation with Christ, in distinction 
to others whom He had also called through the same Gospel. Apart 
from the fact that it would have been necessary to express these very 
essential ideas in order that the reader might apprehend them; apart 
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The very next clause tells us that God could rot have been 
motivated by anything within those He knew, by any good quality 
He happened to see, or by the fact that He foresaw that they 
would love Him, or be fit to be conformed to the likeness of His 
Son, or that they would believe in Christ; for the conformation 
to the image of His Son through justification and sanctification is 
very definitely designated as the purpose and effect of the fore- 
knowledge of God and not as its motive. In Eph. 1:5 our adoption 
as children is clearly stated as the purpose of God’s predestination. 
In Eph. 2:1-10 and 2 Tim. 1:9 our own works are expressly excluded 
as a possible motivation for our calling. God foreknew us in loving 
kindness because He lovingly foreknew us. His love is the 
only motivation for His love, for it is a love and a knowledge of 
a nature as only God can know and love. The answer which 
explains all without explaining anything is found Jer. 31:3; Ex. 
33:19. O mystery of love and knowledge divine! When Paul 
exclaimed “O the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and 
knowledge of God,” he had in mind not only that knowledge 
which never is at a loss to choose the right means. As the distinction 
in the same verse between the judgments of His justice and His 
loving ways of grace indicates, he thought also of that fore- 
knowledge past finding out, baffling all our attempts to trace its 
hidden well-springs, which lies at the very rock-bottom of His 
plan of salvation and on which as on an immovable foundation 
the assurance of our salvation, our faith, our hope, our love, our 
life eternal and glory unspeakable rest. That is the thought 
brought out by the apostle in the next clauses. 


“He also did predestinate.” The very ones whom God fore- 
knew, upon whom He fixed His mind in everlasting love, these 
very ones He also predestinated, xeomguev. This word seems to 
have been coined by Paul, as it is found neither in the Septuagint 
nor in profane 'iterature prior to Paul; the Church Fathers used it, 
and later it appears also in profane literature. Its etymological 
meaning is clear and undisputed. It means to predetermine, to 
decide or destine beforehand. In the New Testament it is used 
exclusively of God’s eternal determination, once referring to a 
determination with respect to Jesus, Acts 4:28 (cp. Acts 2:23), once 





from the fact that if ois xgoéyvw [whom He foreknew] were to limit the 
xAntot [called] to a smaller circle, a tovtovg [them] immediately after 
oc xgQoéyvm would be much more necessary than after the relative 
sentences following; such an interpolation is excluded by the constant 
usage of yiwmoxew [know] with a personal object, which usage is 
invariably retained by xgoyivmoxew in like connection.” In a footnote 
Zahn states: “The addition of a second accusative or an objective 
predicate is as impermissible as it is unnecessary” and compares Rom. 
11:2; 1 Pet. 1:20. (Op. cit., pp. 419, 420.) 
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with respect to God’s hidden wisdom, 1 Cor. 2:7, and four times 
with reference to the eternal salvation of the believers, Eph. 1:5, 11; 
Rom. 8:29, 30. The word is practically a synonym of “foreknow” 
and of another term used by Scripture, “elect” or “choose,” 
éxkéyew. We have already called attention to Acts 2:23, where 
“the determinate counsel” and the “foreknowledge of God” describe 
the same act of God’s will. Eph. 1:4, 5 we read that God chose us, 
éEeAéEato, having predestinated us, xeoogicas. Peter says that the 
Christians are elect, éxAextoi, according to the foreknowledge of 
God, 1 Pet. 1:2. These three terms are in fact identical with the 
“purpose” on which Paul founded the title “called ones,” v. 28. 
Loving foreknowledge, the election, the predestination, form the 
purpose, the determination of God, in accordance with which He 
called the Christians. Therefore Paul speaks in Eph. 1:11 of 
a predestination according to a purpose of God, in keeping with His 
determination, and in Rom. 9:11 of the purpose of God according 
to election, “a purpose involving a choice” (Denney in Exp. Gr. 
Test.). Stoeckhardt writes, “In His eternal today God had de- 
termined that He would accept the seed of Jacob as His people 
and reveal to them His judgments and statutes and testimonies, 
and that the salvation of the world was to come out of Jacob. This 
plan had the nature of a choice, God choosing the younger of 
the two sons of Rebecca for the purpose named.” (Stoeckhardt, 
Roemerbrief, p. 429.) That Paul regards the two terms as describ- 
ing the same act of God is indicated also by the omission of the 
tovtovs before “did predestinate” in v. 29, while in the three com- 
pound clauses of v. 30 it is repeated. 

Hence these four terms are so intimately intertwined that 
for all practical purposes they may be regarded as synonyms, as 
different terms describing the same act of God. Etymologically 
there may be a difference between the various words, but that 
is a difference rather of viewpoint than in the act itself, just 
as conversion, illumination, regeneration, denote the same act 
of God from various viewpoints. “Purpose” stresses God’s act 
as one of determining upon a certain act without naming the latter, 
the exact nature appearing only from the context. “Foreknowledge” 
looks backward to God and emphasizes the motive and effect of 
His purpose lovingly to embrace certain people. “Elect” describes 
the purpose as a choice out of a multitude. “Predestination,” the 
appointment, looks forward to the goal, the final consummation 
God had in mind in His purpose or plan. We may therefore detect 
in these words a certain sequence, the purpose coming before the 
choice, the motive before the predestination. We might be inclined 
to establish a logical order of some kind for these various activities 
of God. Yet we must not forget two facts: The first, that all these 
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acts are placed into eternity, where there is no time, no “earlier” 
or “later,” only an everlasting, ever-present “now.” In the second 
place, we must guard against judging God’s decrees and acts by 
the standards of human thinking and logic. Is. 40:13, 14, 18, 25, 28; 
Rom. 11:33-36; 1 Cor. 2:9-11. 

“To be conformed to the image of His Son.” Conformed, the 
adjective, occurs only here and in Phil. 3:21, where also the verb 
“to conform” occurs, the only time in the New Testament. The 
word means having the same form as another; pog@y is the “form 
by which a person or thing strikes the vision” (Thayer), his out- 
ward appearance, his manner of speaking or acting, whereby he 
may be distinguished from other persons. Phil. 2:6, 7, we are 
told that the incarnate Christ was in the form of God, that He 
had the right to appear as God, to speak and act as only God can 
act and speak; that He took upon Himself the form of a servant, 
acting as a slave. The purpose of God’s predestination was to 
constitute those predestinated such as had the same form as the 
image of Christ. He does not say that they are to be conformed 
to Christ. Christ even in the deepest humility was that which no 
Christian in his highest exaltation will ever be, the God-man, 
God’s only-begotten Son, Col. 2:9. The predestinated ones are 
conformed to the image of Christ. This is the word used by the 
LXX in Gen. 1:26, 27, to express the “image” of God, which con- 
sisted in blissful knowledge of God and a perfect righteousness 
and holiness, Eph. 4:24; Col. 3:10, without making man the equal 
of God, a second God. While this image is being renewed daily in 
the Christians, there is much that is altogether unlike this image 
to be found in every Christian. We do not act and speak always 
like Christ nor like images of Christ. “Conformed ones to the 
image of Christ” we will be only after 1 Cor. 15:42-57 shall have 
come to pass, when the last trace of sin shall have disappeared 
from our nature, when our body will be transformed, Phil. 3:21, 
when our soul will be sinless, holy, undefiled, and undefilable. 
That is the wonderful goal for which God has predestinated us. 
And before God the predestinated are already conformed to the 
image of Christ from the very moment (may we so call it?) of 
their predestination in the eternities before the world began. Paul 
does not use the verbal connective “to be”; he simply uses the 
adjective, the predicate accusative, “conformed ones.” A literal 
translation would be: Whom He foreknew, He also predestinated 
(as) conformed ones. By virtue of His predestination they are, as 
far as the eternal God is concerned, conformed to the image of 
Christ, already in full possession of their glory in heaven, ages 
before they were born. Ages before the mountains were brought 
forth or ever He had formed the earth and the world, the God of 
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loving foreknowledge already saw His predestinated ones enjoying 
His blissful company in heaven. And in this manner, with such 
positive assurance based on the infallible Word of the unchanging 
God, a Christian should regard his eternal salvation. 

“That He might be the First-born among many brethren.” 
That is another purpose God had in mind when He conceived His 
plan of salvation and determined to predestinate some to be con- 
formed to the image of His Son. This plan was to serve also 
ad maiorem gloriam Christi, who played such an essential part in 
God’s plan of salvation on which His decree of predestination is 
based. Cp. vv. 32, 34. The sacrifice the Son was willing to offer 
was not to be in vain. It was to be more than the grandest mani- 
festation of God’s mercy and Christ’s love. It was to be a gloriously 
successful one in spite of all appearances to the contrary, in spite 
of all cavils and calumnies of unbelievers. He, the only-begotten 
Son of God, would become the First-born among many brethren. 
As He was the Son of God in whom God was well pleased, so 
there would be many sons of God whom He as the Captain of 
their salvation has brought unto glory, having through His death 
delivered them who through fear of death were all their lifetime 
subject to bondage, Heb. 2:10-14. As He is not ashamed to call 
them brethren, so they in all eternity gratefully own Him their 
Elder Brother, the First-born, to whom they owe all they have and 
enjoy as sons of God at home in the blessed mansions of the Father 
prepared for them by the Son. Sons of God through the only- 
begotten Son! Children of adoption through the First-born among 
many brethren! The eternal salvation of the predestinated is the 
rich reward, the crown of glory, which the Eternal Father has 
decreed for the Son as the Redeemer of mankind. 

“Moreover whom He did predestinate them He also called.” 
In v. 29 Paul had spoken of the plans and acts of God dating back 
to eternity. Now he speaks of the execution of these plans in the 
course of time. As already noted, these aorists describe all that 
God has done in time, is still doing, and will do for all that are 
ultimately brought to glory. Having predestinated some for ever- 
lasting life, He will surely call them, call them efficaciously and 
effectively. While hundreds of thousands despise and reject God’s 
call and are hopelessly lost, those whom He has foreordained, 
whom He has from eternity chosen as His own, these will by His 
call through the Gospel come to everlasting life. In these He 
will through the Gospel implant saving faith, faith which accepts 
the forgiveness wrought for all mankind when God was in Christ, 
reconciling the world unto Himself, 2 Cor. 5:19-21. It cannot be 
otherwise. It is the immutable God that has predestinated us 
unto life, and His counsel cannot fail. Is. 28:29. Though Satan 
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burns with eagerness to frustrate God’s determination, though he 
raves and rages with greater fury the closer the end of the world 
draws near, yet the immutable counsel of the God who changeth not 
(Mal. 3:6) will be carried out in His own time without failure. 
He will call them whom He has predestinated, every one of them, 
and call them not only efficaciously, as He does all men, but 
effectively, so that they will by the power of His grace come to 
saving faith and accept the blessings offered to them in the Gospel. 

“And whom He called, them He also justified.” The apostle 
uses this latter term in the sense of Rom. 3:21—4: 24, of justification 
through faith, of that act of God whereby God at the moment His 
call becomes effective, at the moment He brings them to faith by 
His call, pronounces them righteous for Christ’s sake, Rom. 3:24, 
tells them, Jer. 31:34, and presents them with the costly garments 
of Christ’s perfect righteousness, Is. 61:10, clothed in which they 
stand before the judgment-throne of God without fear of con- 
demnation, Zech. 3:1-5; Rom. 7:9-17; 19:8. And He Himself will 
keep them in this saving faith to the end. That is the next link 
in this golden chain. 

“Whom He justified, them He also glorified.” He that began 
a good work in the Christians will carry it out to successful and 
blessed completion, Phil. 1:6. Many interpreters restrict the glori- 
fication of which the apostle speaks here to the glory that is the 
Christian’s during his lifetime. They argue that since all preceding 
aorists refer to the past, this last aorist must also be referred to 
the past. Let us recall what has been said above on the flexibility 
of the aorists. Moreover, regarding this aorist as describing a past 
act of God will not solve the difficulty, for while the justification 
of a Christian is an accomplished fact lying in the past, the glorifica- 
tion in sanctification is not a fait accompli, but a progress, a 
gradual growth. Cp. Phil. 3:12-15; 2 Cor. 3:18. 

We must not overlook the scope of the text. The purpose 
of the apostle in this entire passage is not only to assure his readers 
of their present glorious state of adoption, but His purpose is to 
make them sure of their future glory as a most powerful incentive 
to remain patient in the tribulations and trials of this life. Begin- 
ning with v.17 we read constantly of the glory which shall be 
revealed in us on yonder Day and from which nothing can shut us 
out, vv. 21-28. If the apostle were simply speaking of our glorifica- 
tion in this present life, he would be stopping before reaching 
the climax, before arriving at the goal toward which he had been 
pressing forward from v.16, the certainty and assurance of their 
everlasting salvation, their future glorification. The timeless 
aorist comprises in one act all the individual glorifications which 
God has carried out, is still carrying out, and will carry out in all 
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eternity. Denney writes: “The tense in the last word is amazing. 
It is the most daring anticipation of faith that even the New Testa- 
ment contains.” (Exp. Gr. Test., p. 652.) Amazing it is indeed, 
and daring it may seem. Yet Paul merely follows in-the footsteps 
of his Savior, who already had voiced the same amazing and daring 
truth when He assures us: John3:36. Denney adds, “The life is 
not to be taken out of it by the philosophical consideration that 
with God there is neither before nor after.” Yet this need not and 
should not be a mere philosophical reflection. It is a Biblical truth, 
and the very fact of God’s eternity and immutability guarantees 
to the believer the factuality of this amazing statement. 

“What shall we, then, say to these things?” v.31. The apostle 
had enumerated a number of divine acts in the eternities before the 
creation of the world, during the continuation of time, and finding 
their consummation in the blessed eternities when time shall cease. 
What shall we say in view of these indisputable facts? He answers 
the question by putting another question: “If God be for us, who 
can be against us?” “For,” ixée, over; “against,” xaté, down upon. 
Hence, we might translate literally, “If God over us, who down 
upon us?”. The root idea of the two prepositions will help to 
illustrate what Paul means to convey to his readers. God over us! 
As an eagle “fluttereth over her young, spreadeth abroad her wings, 
taketh them, beareth them on her wings,” so the Lord would lead 
Israel, says Moses Deut. 32:11. Cp. Ps. 91. God over us, under the 
shadow of the Almighty, we can safely abide, knowing that He 
will fulfil His precious promises, Is. 4:5, 6; 25:4. God over us, the 
unfailing sunshine of His everlasting grace pouring out daily, 
hourly, its life-giving and life-sustaining rays, His mercy and 
loving-kindness surrounding us wherever we go. If this God be 
with us, who shall be against us, down upon us? What power is 
there in heaven or earth or hell that can harm us so long as God 
is for us, Ps. 27:1 ff? 

There can be no doubt that God is with us. The apostle tells 
us what kind of God he has in mind, one “that spareth not 
His own Son,” v. 32. The Greek text inserts after the pronoun 
the connective ye which “indicates that the meaning of the word 
to which it belongs has special prominence and therefore that that 
word is to be distinguished from the rest of the sentence and 
uttered with special emphasis.” Thayer, Lexicon, p. 111. We might 
translate, “the very one who, precisely who.” Behold what a God 
it is that is for us, One who spared not His own Son. The apostle 
evidently thinks of God’s word of commendation addressed to 
Abraham, Gen. 22:12. There the same word is used in the Septua- 
gint translation, meaning to hold back. Abraham did not hold back 
his only son. The Greek term ‘dws means “pertaining to one’s 
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self” and is used sometimes of a person who may be said to belong 
to one above all others. In this sense the word is used John 5:18. 
Abraham had other sons; yet in a certain sense Isaac was the 
only one, the one son of promise in whom alone the nations were 
to be blessed, who on that account was particularly dear to him. 
Therefore the Septuagint translates the word by a term meaning 
beloved. So God held back not even His own Son, who stood in 
a peculiar, unique relation to Him, who was one with the Father, 
beloved of Him as only the eternal Son can be loved by the 
eternal Father. Abraham’s act was an example of obedience 
to a divine command. God was under no obligation whatsoever 
to sacrifice His Son. In giving up His Son, God was—as in all 
His other works — the Lord Jehovah, under obligation to no one. 
His entire act of giving up His Son from its first planning in 
eternity to its final consummation on Calvary was a willing act 
of His own choice, a spontaneous surrender of His Son, proceeding 
from His gracious goodness and loving mercy. He would have 
remained the just and holy and gracious and blissful God if He 
had determined to reject and condemn man. This very fact places 
His act on an unsurpassable pinnacle. His is indeed an eternal 
love all human love transcending. 


God “delivered Him up for us all.” The word deliver is 
the same word used of God’s giving over the wicked to a reprobate 
mind, Rom. 1:21, 24, 26,28, where Paul describes the giving up 
of the servants of sin to the power of sin and Satan. So God gave 
up His own Son to the powers of darkness, Matt. 4:1 ff.; Luke 23: 
37, 41-44, 53. For what purpose did He deliver His Son? Paul had 
answered that in v. 29. Cp. Heb. 2:10-15. “For us all.” Paul has 
in mind all believing Christians, not because they are the only 
ones for whom Christ died, for Paul is the teacher of universal 
redemption and objective justification. But in a special sense Jesus, 
the Savior of all men, is the Savior of them that believe. Unbe- 
lievers reject this marvelous love of God. It is only in the believing 
Christians that the loving sacrifice of God accomplishes its glorious 
purpose, the eternal salvation of sinful man. The apostle stresses 
the truth that Christ died for the Christians because here he 
is seeking to comfort and strengthen these very believers during 
the troubles of this time. If a mother tells one of her children, 
“T love you,” that does not exclude her other children from her 
love. And if a child exclaims with joy, “Mother loves me,” that 
does not make him the only recipient of the mother’s love, nor 
does the child mean to say that. But every Christian should know 
that Christ was delivered for us all, for every individual Christian. 
That includes not only John, the beloved disciple, but Saul, the 
converted persecutor of Christ; not only Mary, the mother of the 
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Savior, but also the woman that was a sinner; not only innocent 
infants brought to Christ by Baptism, but conscience-stricken 
adults, oppressed by the knowledge that time and again they 
have broken their baptismal covenant. For all of them, for every 
believing Christian, for every one who seeks the Savior’s for- 
giveness, this very Savior has been given up. The sins of a Chris- 
tian, though more inexcusable than those of an unbeliever (cp. Luke 
12:47, 48), because Christians are the children of God in Christ 
Jesus, still have been atoned for, done away with, because God 
delivered up His own Son for Christians also, for all of them. 
Since God has made this supreme sacrifice, “how shall He not 
with Him also freely give us all things?” Note how effectively 
Paul placed his words so as to emphasize each one, how not also 
with Him all things to us He will graciously grant? “How not?” 
The apostle knows no answer to the question excepting an 
emphatic: It is impossible that God should not do that! “Also” 
adds something. But before stating what it adds, the apostle 
emphatically places Christ once more before our eyes: “with 
Christ.” Without Christ we are without God and without hope in 
the world, Eph. 2:12. With Christ we have not only Christ as 
a Savior and Redeemer from past sins and bygone sorrows, not 
only from present shortcomings, trials, and temptations: With 
Christ is also given us “all,” “the whole of what God has to bestow 
in accordance with the aim of the surrender of Jesus; that is, 
not ‘the universe of things’ (Hofmann), which is here quite foreign; 
but in harmony with the context, vv. 26-30, the collective saving 
blessings of His love shown to us in Christ.” * Looking back upon 
his past life, a Christian may say, Yes, I am a Christian; I am 
called; I am justified; I believe now. But looking into the 
unknown future, grave and harassing doubts and misgivings may 
arise, “Will I remain steadfast to the end? Have not many fallen 
away? What about the sin so easily besetting me? What about 
Satan, that untiring enemy of my salvation? What about my 
flesh and the temptations constantly threatening me? What about 
the future? The apostle comforts and encourages and strengthens 
just such care-worn Christians: With Christ all things will be 
given to you, all things you need to reach the goal. If you need 
comfort, with Christ it will be given you. If you need strength 
to crucify your flesh, with Christ it will be granted you. If you 
need warning or rebuke or chastisement or patience; if you need 
the sunshine of prosperity or the clouds of sorrow or the tempests 
of adversity; whatever you need, the eternal omniscience of God 
has not only foreseen but for all contingencies still awaiting you the 





*) Meyer in loc. 
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God of everlasting love has provided for you in His gracious decree 
of predestination before the world began, has determined to give 
that to you together with Christ and stands ready to grant it 
all to you as the need arises. As thy years, so shall thy strength be! 
And all this without money and without price, all this — that is 
the last and most emphatic, most comforting statement — “He shall 
freely give,” xagiceta, graciously grant without any merit or 
worthiness on our part, only because He will glorify those whom 
He has called and justified. And He has called them because 
according to His purpose He has predestinated them to be con- 
formed to the image of His Son, and He has predestinated them 
because from eternity He foreknew them and loved them with 
an everlasting love. 





On the basis of this noble passage the pastor may preach on 
The Certainty of a Believer’s Salvation and then take up each 
clause, God foreknew, predestinated, called, justified, will glorify, 
because He spared not His own Son, He will give us all things. 
Conclusion v.31.— We Enter the New Year with the Conviction, 
If God be for Us, Who Can Be Against Us? (1) God is for us. 
He has given us His Son. In Him He has chosen, called, justified, 
will glorify us. (2) Who can be against us? Picture the dangers, 
temptations, etc., confronting us. Yet all things must work together 
for good to us. Will the Father who gave His own Son, will Christ 
who died for us, will the Holy Ghost, who called us, the Triune 
God who foreknew us, will He not freely give us all things? — 
Jesus Christ, The Same Yesterday, Today, and Forever. (1) In Him 
we were chosen. (2) In Him we were called. (3) In Him we shall 
be glorified. — Our First-born Brother Leads Us Onward. (1) He 
was delivered up for us all. (2) In Him we have been chosen and 
called. (3) In Him all things are freely given us. — All Things Must 
Work Together for Good unto Them That Love God. (1) God has 
chosen us to be His own. (2) He will surely glorify us. 


THEO. LAETSCH 
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Outlines on the Wuerttemberg Epistle Selections 


New Year’s Day 
2 Cor. 13:14 

At this time of the year many promises and resolutions are 
made. They are frequently made to oneself, the promise to drop 
certain evil habits or sinful practices, or the promise to do certain 
good and profitable things (enumerate several). Today many 
promises are made to others. We all know how uncertain they 
are, how quickly broken, how easily forgotten. 

What is true of the promises we make to ourselves and to 
others is often true of the promises made by others to us. Just 
think of the many promises made to you during the course of 
last year—the promise of promotion, of higher salary, of a new 
home, etc. Politicians and cheap statesmen often make the wildest 
promises for the purpose of getting votes, of gaining power. Oh, 
how many such promises are made only to be forgotten. 

This is not true of the promises of God. Ps.33:4; 1 Kings 
8:56; Rom.4:21. Our great God can and will also keep the 
promises made in our short text. 


The Ever Certain New Year’s Promise of Our Great God 
1. Concerning the saving grace of our Lord Jesus Christ 
2. Concerning the boundless love of the heavenly Father 
3. Concerning the comforting communion of the Holy Ghost 


1 


A) Paul promises grace unto the Christians at Corinth. He 
loved to do this. Cf. Rom. 16:24; 1 Cor. 16:23; Eph.6:24. Paul 
wrote by inspiration of God. Thus this promise of grace in our 
text is a promise made by the great God, the Triune God, who in 
this text is presented to the Corinthians. 

B) We may speak of grace in various ways. We speak of a 
woman who is well cultured, well behaved, as a woman with grace. 
This is not the grace of which our text speaks, the grace promised 
us on the threshold of another year. Grace is the free, un- 
merited kindness, love, consideration, which a higher placed being 
extends to one that is lower, e.g., the condescension, the mercy 
which the judge grants to the guilty. In this case it is the kind- 
ness which the Lord of lords, the holy God, extends to us sinful 
human beings. Ps. 103:8-13. 

C) This grace which is promised to us is the grace of the 
Lord Jesus Christ. This gives to God’s grace its real foundation, 
a real basis. It is not just a kindly feeling, but grace based upon 
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the meritorious suffering and death of our Lord Jesus. Col. 1:14. 
It is just this fact which makes this grace so powerful, so saving, 
so cleansing, so sanctifying. If it were but the grace of a mere 
man, it would avail little; but it is the grace of the God-man, the 
great Mediator between God and man. This grace was manifested 
in self-sacrifice, 2 Cor. 8:9, and it is sufficient for all human needs, 
2 Cor. 12:9. 


D) The world needs this grace at all times, especially at the 
beginning of a new year in dreadful times like ours. Think of 
the record of sin and shame that the world and our own country 
has again written in 1941. Think of yourself. You and I see much 
that is black and sinful in the record of the past. We need the 
grace of God in Christ Jesus, and we need it this very day. 

E) What a glorious promise, then, “The grace—be with 
you all”! Not one is excepted. There is no forgotten man in the 
economy of God. This glorious promise of the saving, cleansing, 
sanctifying grace of our Lord Jesus Christ is there for all, for 
every day of the coming year. When our sins of the past trouble 
us, when our future sins rise up before us, then let us rely upon 
the certain promise of the grace of God in Christ Jesus our Lord. 


2 

A) “The love of God.” Even human love is wonderful. It is 
one of the most beautiful and wonderful of human virtues. Just 
think of the sweet love of youthful lovers, of the enduring, ever- 
deepening love of husbands and wives truly knit together by 
cords of love. Think of the love of a friend for a friend, of a 
brother for a brother, of the wonderful, self-sacrificing love of a 
mother for a child. Then read Is. 49:15. God’s love exceeds even 
that of a mother. 

B) The love of God in Christ Jesus is still the most wonderful 
love. Of this love we read that it is an everlasting love, Jer. 31:3; 
that it is the love which gave us His Son, John 3:11; that it has 
made us God’s own children, 1 John 3:1. But the love of God in 
Christ Jesus is also the source of many temporal blessings. All 
the gifts mentioned by Luther in the First Article and in the 
Fourth Petition are given us not because of any merit or worthiness 
in us but because of God’s wonderful love and mercy. 

C) We need this love so much today. We live in a loveless 
world. “Might makes right” is about the only principle observed 
in our war-mad world. We shall need His love throughout the 
year 1942. 

D) Again, what a comfort to hear -God’s absolutely certain 
New Year’s promise! The love of your great God in heaven be 
with you all. No one need fear that he will be overlooked. 
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A) “The communion of the Holy Ghost.” The Holy Ghost 
is often overlooked even by Christian people. Still the Holy 
Ghost is as important as the Father and the Son. It is the Holy 
Ghost that makes the love of God in Christ Jesus available to us 
in Word and Sacrament. Without the communion of the Holy 
Ghost, the fellowship of the Holy Spirit, we could go to church 
25 years, yea, 50 years, and receive no spiritual benefit. 

B) How comforting today to be assured of the fellowship of 
the Holy Spirit! He is the real Comforter, John 15:26. He shall 
give us the real comfort during the year 1942. When things look 
dark, when our situation seems hopeless, it will be the task of 
the Holy Spirit to whisper into our ear the ever certain promises 
of our great God. Is. 41:10; 1:18; Ps. 23:4,6; 121:7, 8. 

C) Cheerfully enter, therefore, the new year. God’s promises 
shall never fail us. They are certain today; they will be certain 
tomorrow; they will be certain always. God is faithful. His sav- 
ing grace, His boundless love, His comforting fellowship, will be 
with us, with every one of us, throughout the coming year. 

E. L. RoscHKE 





Sunday after New Year 


1 Thess. 5:5-10 

This season, the passing of the old and the entry upon a new 
year, speaks an earnest and serious language. We are reminded 
of our approaching end and of the approaching end of time, the 
dawn of eternity. Events occurring on earth today speak most 
forcibly of Christ’s return to Judgment. Matt. 24; Luke 21; 2 Pet. 
3:3-12; etc.— Context from which text has been taken definitely 
speaks of the approaching Day of the Lord, vv. 1-4. 


The Christian’s Reaction to God’s Reminder of the 
Approaching End 
1. He remembers that he is a child of light 
2. He lives as a child of light 


1 


The contrast brings out the truth forcibly in v.5: “children 
of light—not of darkness,” “children of the day—not of the 
night.” Undoubtedly the apostle speaks of the darkness of ignor- 
ance and the light of knowledge (2 Cor. 4:6); the darkness of sin 
and vice (text, v.7; John 3:19; John 11:9; Eph.5:11) and the 
light of godliness (Acts 26:18). 

The Christian, too, is by nature in darkness (Eph. 5:8; 1 Cor. 
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2:14) but he has been changed into a child of light (1 Pet. 2:9; 
John 8:12; 12:46; 2 Cor.3:18). This transformation has taken 
place in his life because Christ has entered his heart. Christ as 
the “bright Morning Star” (Rev. 22:16), the “Brightness of His 
[the Father’s] glory” (Heb.1:2), “the true Light” (John 1:9), 
“the Light of the World” (John 8:12; 9:5), “the Day Star” (2 Pet. 
1:19), is the Light that shineth in darkness (John 1:5; Is. 9:2; 
Matt. 4:16; Luke 1:79). He now is numbered with “the children 
of light,” “children of the day” (v.5); “of the day” (v.8). He 
knows Christ and His work, Is. 60:16; Jer. 9:24; 31:34; John 17:3; 
Phil. 3:10; Col.1:10; Eph. 3:19; 2 Tim. 1:10. 

As one of God’s “children of light,” so intimately acquainted 
with Christ, assured of all blessings which the Savior has procured 
for him, the Christian knows that Christ will come again, accord- 
ing to His promises, and welcomes his Savior’s return. He lifts 
up his head with joy, etc., Luke 21:28. 


2 


The Christian will manifest the transformation which has 
taken place within him in his life and conduct. He will live as a 
child of light, a child of the day. 

Watchfulness and moderation will characterize his life. The 
two go hand in hand, vv.6,7. If a person is not watchful, he will 
soon be intemperate; if he is intemperate, he will soon sleep. He 
must be watchful because temptations are so varied and so severe — 
drunkenness, gluttony, pleasure-madness, lust, immorality, greed, 
love of money, cares of this life, etc., Luke 21:34; also indifference, 
apathy, and lukewarmness toward things of God. All these things 
are works of darkness, v.7.— However, the Christian has been 
delivered from darkness, Col. 1:13; he is in the light, John 12:35, 36, 
and must walk as a child of light, Eph.5:8. Hence he is awake 
and constantly on the alert lest the Day of the Lord should take 
him unawares, 1 Thess. 5:2, 4, 6. 

The Christian not merely refrains from doing certain things, 
but he aggressively does what God desires, v. 8; cf. Eph. 6:10-17. 
“Breastplate of faith”; faith embracing Christ’s victory is a mighty 
weapon. With it the Christian fights a defeated foe. 1 Pet. 5:8; 
Eph. 6:11. — “Breastplate of love”; love toward God is a mighty 
incentive to battle against the enemies, and love toward the neigh- 
bor motivates a life of service. — “The hope of salvation” is called 
the helmet. It protects the head against mortal wounds, the hope 
set before him keeping the Christian ever alert, so that he directs 
his entire life toward the goal. 

The Christian’s hope is a definite and certain one. He knows 
that God has appointed him “to obtain salvation,” v.9. This is 
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certain because Christ has procured it by His death, v.10. Nothing 
can be more certain both in life and in the hour of death, v. 10. 
Hence there is nothing to fear about the Day of the Lord, but it 
will be a happy and blessed day for the “children of light.” Are 
we such children of light? J. W. BEHNKEN 





Festival of Epiphany 
Is, 42:1-8 
Hymn 501:1. Jesus drew the Wise Men of the East to Him- 
self. He “let them see Him in His glory and His mercy manifold.” 
This is the great work of Jesus still, as we see from the text 
before us, which is therefore a real Epiphany text and an eye- 
opener as to the divine character of mission-work. 


Behold My Servant! 
1. Believe His Gospel 2. Give glory to God 


1 
God’s Servant is Jesus Christ. What is the service He renders? 
He brings judgment, the Gospel, to the Gentiles, v.1; is a cove- 
nant of the people, the Jews; a light of the Gentiles, v.6; sets 
judgment, the universal religion of the Gospel, in the earth, v. 4. 
This work of preaching the Gospel to every creature He does now 


through the Church. Nevertheless it is His work. Luke 10:16. 
Hymn 292: 7. 

By His Gospel ministry Jesus accomplishes great things. Com- 
ing to poor, contrite sinners with the comforting assurance: 
Is. 43:25, He restores the bruised reed, revives the smoking flax, 
v.3. He makes a new covenant, v.6, with those who labor under 
the curse of the old one; viz., that whosoever believeth in Him 
shall be saved.—V.7. The blind begin to see that their own 
righteousness does not save them nor their sins condemn them, 
but that salvation is by faith alone. They cannot of themselves 
escape their prison of sin, death, and the power of the devil, but 
the Savior by the Gospel kindles faith in them and so sets them 
free. John 8:30-32, 36. 

These truly great achievements are held in scant regard by 
the children of the world. Jesus works quietly, v. 2, and silently 
imparts His blessings. Luth. Hymnal 647:3. He craved no pub- 
licity for His miracles Matt. 12:14 ff. 

Yet, though many refuse the waters of Shiloah that go softly, 
Is. 8:6, God does not want them to be refused. He insists on 
Christ’s Word being believed. He invites sinners to faith, v.1. 
The Father delights in His Son and His Son’s Word, Matt. 3:17. 
The Spirit of Truth testifies of Him, John 15:26; glorifies Him, 
John 16:14. Good and sufficient reason this to believe Him. 
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God makes His plea for faith stronger still, vv.5-8. Not to 
believe Jesus is to rob God of the glory and the praise due Him. 
Cp. Deut. 18:15: “Unto Him ye shall hearken,” and v.19: “I will 
require it of Him.” 

Let every one, then, behold God’s Servant, believe Him. 
John 3:36. 

2 

Behold God’s Servant so as to give glory to God. Marvelous 
are the blessings Christ brought to us in and with the Gospel. 
We used to be like a bruised reed, a smoking flax, blind, “fast 
bound in Satan’s chains,” but now we are healed, fervent in spirit 
according to the inner man, a light in the Lord, free indeed, hav- 
ing for our Lord the King of Grace, whom we know and love 
and have enthroned in our hearts. Such salvation has come to us 
without our doing or merit by the grace and mercy of our Lord 
Jesus Christ. Therefore glory be to Him! Glory be to the 
Father! “My Servant,” “Mine Elect,” v.1. “I have called Thee,” 
etc., v.6. Glory be to the Holy Ghost, who rests on Christ, v. 1; 
Is.11:2; 61:1-3. 

Also let us give glory to God for the assured success of 
mission-work. God’s promise is that Jesus shall succeed in estab- 
lishing the Gospel on earth. “He shall bring forth judgment unto 
truth,” that is, actually, v.3. In this He shall not fail nor be 
discouraged, v.4. The “isles,” the Mediterranean countries, which 
Paul filled with the sound of the Gospel, shall wait for His Law, 
believe. But not these only; among all nations, languages, and 
tongues Christ binds up the broken-hearted, opens blind eyes, 
liberates the imprisoned. John 10:16; Is. 55:10, 11. 

God, the Lord, very emphatically guarantees the success of 
Christ in evangelizing the world. He, the omnipotent Creator and 
Giver of life, has said: vv.5,6,— and therefore Jesus Christ will 
ever prove to be just that. Would it not be presumption on our 
part to doubt it? Would not a defeatist attitude over against the 
work of the Church deprive the Lord of the glory and praise to 
which He is entitled? 


All this should make us very glad. Christ’s work is our work, 
too. “So send I you,” John 20:21. How contradictory to profess 
faith in God’s Elect and yet take no active interest in His work. 
Mission-work necessarily lies close to the heart of every Christian, 
and to Christians it is a great consolation and encouragement 
that the omnipotent and faithful Lord underwrites this work and 
very energetically guarantees its happy outcome. It is anything 
but a doubtful venture. 1 Cor. 15:58. Paut G. BrKMANN 
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First Sunday after Epiphany 
Eph. 6:1-4 

The general theme of the Epistle to the Ephesians is the one 
holy Christian Church, the communion of saints, the household 
of God, the family of God, the body of Christ. The inspired 
writer describes this family of God as to its origin, its redemption, 
its assembling out of a hopeless, lost estate, its growing in all four 
directions, and its reflection in the lives of its members. Thus in 
chap. 5:22-31 Christian wedlock is shown to reflect the one holy 
Christian Church. We see, then, that this chief theme dominates 
throughout and must not be overlooked in the study of any section 
of this letter. Applying this to the text before us we find the 
theme: 


When does a Home Reflect the Blessed Family of God? 
1. When the children honor their parents in the Lord 
2. When the parents lead them to Christ 


1 

V.1. That children obey their parents is the normal order 
in God’s creation. It is but right, because they must, under God, 
depend upon their parents for their existence and -sustenance. 
Parents watch over them, protect them, toil for them to provide 
what they need for the support of body and life. That is the 
natural order. Disobedient children reveal how terribly sin has 
vitiated this natural order. 

V.2. This admonition is based on a special commandment of 
God. To honor parents includes whole-hearted recognition of 
their station and willing submission to the authority invested in 
them by God. This divine order is of chief, first importance; 
it is fundamental to the welfare of human society. If this divine 
order is being disregarded in our homes, communities, state, ter- 
rible conditions will be the result. 

V.3. Therefore the gracious God has added a special promise. 
He will bless the children who honor their parents. But He also 
threatens those who disregard His command, Prov. 30:17. 

But we must not overlook the words “in the Lord.” Children 
must obey and honor their parents “in the Lord,” so that in their 
conduct be reflected their relation to the Lord. Their willing 
submission must be the fruit of their faith. As they acknowledge 
Jesus as their Lord and Savior, so they should willingly do His 
commandment to love and honor their parents. 

Such conduct, then, reflects the relation of the one holy 
Christian Church to its head, Jesus. The Church looks upon 
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Jesus as its Creator and Sustainer, above all as its Redeemer. 
It adores Him as the One from whom all blessings flow, temporal, 
spiritual, and eternal. It therefore loves Him, hears His voice, 
and follows Him. John 10:14, 27, 28. 


But this will not and cannot be reflected in the conduct of 
children toward their parents, unless parents bring their children 
to Christ. 

2 

V.4. Of course mothers are included. The father is ad- 
dressed as the head of the family. Parents must avoid overmuch 
severity and harsh, cruel discipline. Such loveless severity is apt 
to kill the affection in the heart of their children, to destroy their 
confidence, and to make them mutinous. If parents are harsh 
taskmasters and severe disciplinarians, their children will hate 
them and all authorities, even God. Instead they are told to 
bring them up in the nurture and admonition of the Lord. The 
Lord’s way of bringing up, His nurture and admonition, does not 
provoke to wrath but wins. The Lord’s way is to bring us to the 
knowledge of our sins and then to lead us to the cross and to show 
us the infinite love of God in our Savior. In this manner He wins 
sinners to come to Him and trust Him, love Him, turn away from 
sin. For such nurture and admonition breaks the fetters of sin, 
frees the faculties of our soul from sin’s dominion. John 8:36. 


If parents thus lead their children to Christ, they reflect what 
the Head of God’s family does. Christ treats His children with 
loving-kindness. Behind His chastisements is mercy. He is glad 
when His children come to Him with their troubles. He is ever 
with them, guards and protects them from all dangers. He inter- 
cedes for them when they sin, teaches them, calls them back, 
when they go astray. He comforts them, encourages them to 
go onward, and leads them to heaven. Such is the nurture and 
admonition of the Lord. And Christian parents must follow His 
example if they wish to make their children happy. 

Such a home, where children and parents look up to Jesus and 
follow Him, reflects the one holy Christian Church. 

H. J. Bouman 





Second Sunday after Epiphany 
Rom. 1:16-25 


God manifests Himself in various ways — in nature, in history, 
in the life of the individual. The only saving manifestation of God 
is that in His holy Word. Hence 
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God’s Word the World’s Most Urgent Need 
1. In His Word, God reveals His wrath against man’s sin 
2. In His Word, God offers the only deliverance from His wrath 


1 


V.18. God’s wrath is clearly revealed in His Word (Ex. 20:9; 
Deut. 32: 22-25; Nahum 1:2); in man’s conscience, man feeling the 
need of conciliation; in history — war, famine, pestilence, the 
present world-wide unrest are evidences of God’s wrath; cf. Jer. 
44:11-14. 

Vv. 18 b, 23, 25. God’s wrath is a just wrath. Deut. 32:20, 21. 
It is provoked by the ungodliness and unrighteousness of man. 
God reveals in the works of creation His power and Godhead. 
Instead of serving God, man changes His glory into an idol 
image, foolishly and sinfully. Is. 44:9-20. Modern idols: money, 
science, art, the nude in art, political power, etc. The very exis- 
tence of a God, or a personal God, or the Triune God is denied. 

Ungratefully, v.21, man places God’s gifts into the service 
of sin, drunkenness, satisfaction of sinful lusts and desires. What 
waste of foodstuffs and other materials! What wilful transgres- 
sions does the darkened heart of man hatch out! Murders, thefts, 
fornications, divorces, etc. And even the unnatural sins men- 
tioned in v.25, how prevalent among the civilized nations of 
today! Are we Christians altogether without guilt? 

The world and we Christians must be told that these sins call 
forth the wrath of God, the Holy One, the Judge of the World, 
Ps. 90:5-11, in order that the sinner may look for a deliverance 
from the just wrath of God, Ps. 90:14. God Himself has provided 
such a deliverance and reveals it in His Word. 


2 


Vv.16,17. The Gospel, which is also God’s Word, reveals 
the righteousness of God, which alone is counted righteousness 
before His judgment-throne, which God Himself has procured for 
all mankind by delivering up His own Son, Rom. 3:23-25, which 
He offers to all men in His Gospel to be accepted by man in faith; 
hence a righteousness “to faith,” imputed to man, declared his 
own, at the moment he accepts it in faith; hence a righteousness: 
“from faith,” flowing out of faith in the Christ of the Gospel. 
This Gospel is a power of God unto salvation, working and en- 
gendering the very faith it calls for, Rom.10:17; 1 Pet.1:23, and 
strengthening and preserving it unto the end, until the final goal 
has been reached. 

Let us hear and believe and love and follow this Gospel and. 
preach its glorious tidings to all the world. THEO. LAETSCH 
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Third Sunday after Epiphany 
Rom. 5:1-5 

“Therefore,” v.1, refers back to Paul’s classic presentation of 
the doctrine of the sinner’s justification by the grace of God, for 
Christ’s sake, through faith, chaps.3 and 4. This doctrine consti- 
tutes the very heart of the Gospel. Justification evidences its 
practical importance by the effect it has on human lives, not only 
by way of sanctifying them (of this the apostle speaks later), but 
also by way of making them happy now and forever. 


The Blessed Fruits of Justification 
They are 


1. Peace with God 2. Hope of eternal glory 


1 


A) “Peace,” v.1. How many prayers for it arise in this 
war-stricken world! What a priceless boon even earthly peace! 


B) Infinitely more precious is peace with God, the fruit of 
justification. 

a) V.1 implies that there had been warfare. Through sin 
man had incurred the righteous wrath of God. Sin is rebellion 
against God. — And what an unequal warfare this is! It spells the 
doom of man. Heb.10:31; Ps.2; 90:7-9.— All earthly ills are 
but preludes to the final wrath of God, eternal misery of hell. 
Only peace with God can change, can avert this. 

b) But, thanks to God: v.1. Justified by grace means that 
God for Jesus’ sake forgives sins, pardons the sinner, and declares 
him' righteous. Through Christ’s all-sufficient merits God’s jus- 
tice is satisfied, His wrath appeased. So justified, we have peace 
with God. Is. 40:2. 

c) V. 2a. By Christ we have “access” to God’s justifying 
grace. The justifying grace of God is an accomplished fact 
through Christ. It extends over all the lost world, stands, as it 
were, wide open for all. 2 Cor.5,19.— Through faith we actually 
enter into this grace and hence into the blessed relationship of 
peace with God. 

d) What a glorious fruit of justification! It gives that peace 
of mind and conscience without which there can be no true 
happiness. At peace with God, every happiness is assured. Rom. 
8:31, 32. If scenes of tumultuous joy have been provoked by the 
restoration of earthly peace after terrible wars, how much more 
ought there to be rejoicing over the blessed fact of peace with 
God! Hymn 323:1. 
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“And rejoice in hope of the glory of God.” “And” connects 
this clause with v. 1, so that rejoicing in hope of the glory of 
God is placed with peace with God as the second direct fruit 
of being justified by faith. 


A) Without and before justification the sinner in his wretched- 
ness is without hope. Eph. 2:12; 4:13. A terrible condition! 


B) Justified by faith, we rejoice in hope. 

a) The object of our hope is the glory of God, i. e., the incon- 
ceivable glory which God possesses, in which He dwells, the glory 
of our exalted Savior, momentary glimpses of which were given 
at the Transfiguration, to Stephen, etc. Not only to behold, but to 
share this glory, John 17:22,24; Rom. 8:17, that is our hope. An 
overwhelming prospect indeed, which may well thrill the Chris- 
tian heart blessed with it! 

b) The assurance of this hope. “Rejoicing” is not an idle 
boasting, but the joyous consciousness and divine assurance of this 
hope. This assurance (1) rests on justification. “Being justified, . . . 
we glory,” etc. That is an unmovable foundation. Rom. 8:17.— 
(2) Hope is strengthened by tribulation, so that we glory not only 
in time of tribulation, but tribulation itself, because of its effect 
upon our hope, becomes the very object of glorying. “Tribula- 
tion worketh patience,” i.e., constancy and persistency of hope, 
which takes every new obstacle presented by tribulation in stride, 
as it were, overcoming all. Rom. 8:35-37.— Such constancy, in 
turn, works “experience”; i.e., the final result of many tribula- 
tions will be a hope approved, a hope that has stood every test, 
a hope that, defying storms, strikes its roots ever more deeply. — 
Every trial tends to bring out more clearly, more joyfully, the 
Christian hope. Rom. 8:18. Hence we rightly glory in tribulation. 
Cf. Stoeckhardt, Roemerbrief, pp. 217,218. Through the gift of 
the Spirit the Christian’s heart is filled to overflowing with God’s 
love, v.5. This love of God vouchsafes to him the realization of 
his glorious hope. A hope so founded “maketh not ashamed,” 
will never deceive, but become a blessed reality. 

Must we not in view of this glorious hope join in St. Peter’s 
doxology 1 Pet.1:3ff? And must not these glorious fruits of 
justification be reflected in grateful, happy service of our merciful 
God and Savior? Hymn 84:1. Au«. F. BerNTHAL 
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War. — The dreaded plague which had been in the offing for about 
a year has come. Our country once more in the lifetime of a generation 
is at war. No one whose heart is not entirely callous and devoid of 
human feelings can think of the ordeal which lies ahead for our nation 
without a shudder and anxiety. Christians will more than ever go 
to the throne of God and implore His mercy upon themselves and their 
fellow-men. War, whether waged victoriously or not, always is a scourge. 
It is one of the visitations of God descending upon the world on account 
of its wickedness. Let us all humble ourselves, admit our many trans- 
gressions through which we have deserved this punishment and ever 
anew seek refuge in the wounds of our Savior. In our sermons let the 
note of repentance be sounded strongly and consistently. As Christian 
citizens let us do our duty toward our country and our Government as 
well as we can. Especially let us be instant in prayer for our nation, 
imploring God to avert disaster and to bring the war to a speedy 
and satisfactory conclusion. Wherever there is suffering and woe as 
a result of the war, let us help to bind up the wounds. In the midst 
of strife and conflict let not the emotions of hatred and fear become 
dominant in our hearts, but let us remember that those people, too, 
with whom we are at war belong to the great family of Him who 
“hath made of one blood all nations of men for to dwell on all the 
face of the earth” and that the sacrifice of Jesus Christ was offered for 
them too. As the storm clouds settle about us, let them remind us that, 
the day of the Lord with its final salvation is approaching, and in the 
midst of hardships let us strive to pattern after St. Paul, “As sorrowful, 
yet alway rejoicing; as poor, yet making many rich; as having nothing, 
and yet possessing all things.” A. 

Dr. Reu’s Answer to the Question, Must the Negotiations with Mis- 
souri Now Cease? —In the October number of the Kirchliche Zeitschrift 
(A. L. C.) the editor, Dr. Reu, publishes an exhaustive and important 
article on the question mentioned above. He surveys the action of the 
Missouri Synod in June of last year at Fort Wayne with reference to 
intersynodical matters and with admirable candor states his views on 
the situation which now confronts the conservative Lutheran Church of 
America. We wish we could reprint the article in its entirety; con- 
siderations of space compel us to limit what we submit to the most 
significant sections. With respect to the sentence in the Fort Wayne 
resolutions “But we regret that the American Lutheran Church as a 
body has not taken as firm an attitude in reference to establishing doc- 
trinal unity as under the circumstances we had reason to hope for” 
Dr. Reu writes: 

“Die Meinung ist fraglos: Nach Detroit hatte man Grund zu hoffen, 
dass unsere Kirche ihren Schwestersynoden in der Amerikanisch-Luthe- 
rischen Konferenz gegenueber Festigkeit beweisen und auf unmissver- 
staendliche Weise die Frage aufnehmen werde, ob sie wirklich in Lehre 
und Praxis mit uns uebereinstimmen und bestrebt waeren, sie in ihrem 
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Kreis auch durchzufuehren; dieses sei bis jetzt wohl von einzelnen Grup- 
pen, aber nicht von der Kirche als solcher, von der Kirche in ihrer 
repraesentativen Gesamtheit, geschehen. Das ist tatsaechlich noch nicht 
geschehen. Nicht als wenn die Frage noch gar nicht aufgenommen 
worden waere — das ist geschehen, schon vor Detroit — aber es ist noch 
nicht mit der Bestimmtheit und noch nicht durch ein offiziell damit be- 
auftragtes Komitee geschehen, wie es allerdings geschehen muss. Wir 
koennen auf die Dauer nicht bei dem in Detroit angenommenen Satz: 
‘We are convinced’ stehenbleiben, sondern muessen, zumal infolge von 
immer wieder neu eintretenden Faellen, die damit in Widerspruch zu 
stehen scheinen, uns vergewissern, ob unsere in Detroit ausgesprochene 
Ueberzeugung Grund hat. Die in diesem Mai beschlossene Eingabe an 
die Allgemeine Synode durch den Minnesota-Distrikt wird diese zwingen 
zu handeln, wenn sie es nicht von sich aus taete.” 

The article of Dr. Reu then considers the question whether the nego- 
tiations with the Missouri Synod may go on. Difficulties are pointed to. 

“Sonst enthalten freilich die Beschluesse, die in Fort Wayne ange- 
nommen worden sind, noch manches, was die Fortsetzung oder Wieder- 
aufnahme der Unionsverhandlungen erschwert. Ich nenne ein dreifaches. 
Die Vorlage enthaelt bis ins einzelne gehende Instruktionen fuer das fuer 
die Folgezeit einzuschlagende Verfahren. Gewiss, das sind Instruktionen 
an das eigene Komitee, aber indirekt doch auch Vorschriften fuer unser 
Unionskomitee, ja fuer unsere Kirche. Dieselben moegen aus den be- 
sonderen Verhaeltnissen der Missourisynode und ihren seit 1938 ge- 
machten Erfahrungen herausgeboren sein und wirklich das Beste im 
Auge haben — sie bleiben Vorschriften, aus denen ich den Kommandoton 
heraushoere, und kommandieren lassen wir uns nicht, auch nicht von 
Missouri. Wenn unser Komitee findet, dass die dem missourischen Komi- 
tee gegebenen Vorschriften gut und zweckentsprechend sind, wird es 
sich dieselben gerne gefallen lassen, waere dann auch wohl auch von 
selber darauf gekommen. Wir sind auf gleicher Stufe stehende Partner 
und kommen auch nicht als die Bittenden. Sollen uebrigens die spaeter 
von den beiden Komiteen schliesslich aufgestellten Saetze vor der end- 
gueltigen Beschlussfassung durch die beiden Synoden noch allen Pastoral- 
konferenzen zur Pruefung vorgelegt werden, dann moegen zehn Jahre 
vergehen, bevor diese Einigungsangelegenheit zum Abschluss kommt. 
Das darf im Interesse des Ziels ja nicht abschrecken, weckt aber schwer- 
lich die Lust zur Mitarbeit. 

“Es wird gewuenscht, dass Missouris Schwestersynoden (Wisconsin, 
die kleine Norweger- und die slowakische Synode) gebeten werden, von 
nun an von Anfang an mitzuwirken. Das ist an sich verstaendlich, denn 
das wuerde es fuer Missouri nicht noetig machen, hernach mit diesen 
seinen Schwestersynoden separat zu verhandeln, um sie von der Richtig- 
keit des eigenen Handelns zu ueberzeugen. Man uebersieht aber dabei 
allerlei. Handelt man nach dieser Marschroute, dann wuerde man den 
Schwestersynoden Missouris zugestehen, was man den Schwestersynoden 
der Amerikanisch-Lutherischen Kirche nicht zubilligt. Dass auch sie 
eingeladen werden koennten oder sollten, ist wenigstens in den Be- 
schluessen Missouris nicht erwaehnt. Mit ihnen waere erst zu handeln, 
nachdem man zu einem Resultat gekommen ist; aber bei den Vorbe- 
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ratungen und Sitzungen, die zu diesem Resultat fuehren sollen, waeren 
sie nicht beteiligt. Weiter uebersieht man zu fragen, ob denn unsere 
Kirche vielleicht nicht gute Gruende gehabt hat, in den frueheren Ver- 
handlungen von einer Einladung an Missouris Schwestersynoden abzu- 
sehen. Auch fragt man nicht, ob zur Zeit nicht vielleicht noch viel 
staerkere Gruende als damals vorliegen, die uns eine solche Einladung 
erschweren. Das ist naemlich tatsaechlich der Fall. In den letzten Jahren 
hat die Wisconsinsynode in einem formellen Beschluss die Missouri- 
synode gebeten, ‘um der Wahrheit willen’ die Vereinigungsverhand- 
lungen vorlaeufig zu sistieren; noch im Januar dieses Jahres riet man, 
alle Verhandlungen abzubrechen. Dazu erschienen in der Theologischen 
Quartalschrift in diesen Jahren Artikel, die in unseren Kreisen mit Em- 
poerung zurueckgewiesen werden. Da ist auch fuer den leidenschafts- 
losen, objektiven Beobachter doch noch manches in Ordnung zu bringen, 
bevor man sich zu einer fruchtbaren Beratung an den gemeinsamen 
Verhandlungstisch setzt. Ich bin ueberzeugt, dass die Mehrheit derer, 
die in Fort Wayne fuer diesen Punkt gestimmt hat, nicht gelesen oder 
nicht genuegend beachtet hat, wie man sich von seiten Wisconsins und 
der kleinen Norweger Synode ueber die Vereinigungsverhandlungen ge- 
aeussert hat, sonst waere dieser Punkt der Vorlage schwerlich unver- 
aendert geblieben. Hier ist wirklich ein Punkt, der die Fortfuehrung der 
Verhandlungen ‘erschwert.’ 

“Weiter wird die Notwendigkeit der Herstellung eines Dokuments 
betont, so dass man nicht immer erst das ‘Brief Statement’ und unsere 
‘Declaration’ miteinander vergleichen muss, um zu erkennen, worauf man 
sich geeinigt hat. Das ist ein verstaendliches Verlangen, wenn man 
dabei auch uebersieht, warum es unmoeglich war, das schon von vorn- 
herein zu tun und ein einheitliches Dokument zu schaffen: Die mis- 
sourische Kommission war an das ‘Brief Statement’ gebunden, und un- 
sere Kommission war ueberzeugt, dasselbe nicht ohne Einschraenkung 
annehmen zu koennen. Nun gesteht der neue Beschluss Missouris ja zu, 
‘that, for the sake of clarification under the present circumstances, some 
statements (of the Brief Statement) may need to be more sharply de- 
fined or amplified.’ Das erleichtert die Herstellung eines einheitlichen 
Dokuments in etwas; vielleicht erschwert es dieselbe auch (more sharply 
defined). Das ganze Verlangen aber nach einem einheitlichen Doku- 
ment bringt es mit sich, dass die ganze Arbeit, die von den beiden Komi- 
teen in den letzten fuenf Jahren getan worden ist, nochmals getan wer- 
den muss. Auch das wuerde weniger abhalten, in Zukunft mitzuarbeiten, 
wenn mehr Wahrscheinlichkeit bestaende, dass diese Arbeit auch wirk- 
lich zum Ziel fuehrte. Die Gegner der Anerkennung in Missouri werden 
sich ueber diesen Punkt gefreut haben, denn auf diese Weise scheint 
erreicht werden zu koennen, was sie sonst nie erreicht haetten: eine 
Wiedererwaegung der ganzen Sache und eine praktische Beiseitesetzung 
der von ihnen so angefochtenen St. Louis-Beschluesse von 1938. Sie 
werden sich gesagt haben: Sollte die neue Arbeit nicht zur Einigung 
fuehren, so ist mit diesem Beschluss doch wenigstens die bindende Kraft 
dieser St. Louis-Beschluesse dahingefallen. Was immer sie dabei ge- 
dacht haben moegen, so viel ist gewiss: unsere Kirche wird keiner Fixie- 
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rung der Lehre zustimmen, die ueber die von uns abgegebene und von 
unserer Synode gutgeheissene ‘Declaration’ hinausgeht. Wir sind damit 
an die Grenze von dem gegangen, was unser an Gottes Wort gebundenes 
Gewissen erlaubt, und koennen keinen Schritt weitergehen. Wir sind 
gewiss, dass auch die Mehrheit in Missouri nicht bereit ist, ueber die 
Beschluesse von St. Louis zurueckzugehen.” 

Of special significance is the section in which Dr. Reu speaks of the 
question to what extent absolute unity in all points of doctrine is a pre- 
requisite for church-fellowship. He writes: 

“Ein Punkt ist dabei noch besonders zu erwaehnen, zumal er auch 
unter den in Fort Wayne gegebenen Instruktionen genannt ist und ge- 
rade darueber mehrfach verhandelt worden ist. In III, 8, e, heisst es: 
‘It be understood that the term “Non-fundamental Doctrines,” which has 
been used, should not be made to convey the idea that anything clearly 
revealed in Scripture, although not absolutely necessary for salvation, 
may be denied.’ Dem stimmen wir vollstaendig zu, denn uns ist die 
ganze Schrift Gottes Wort und jede ihrer Aussagen bindend. Eine ganz 
andere Sache ist es, ob jede Auslegung dieser Schriftaussagen bindend 
ist, ob also zum Beispiel die herkoemmliche missourische Auslegung der 
Stellen vom Antichrist, von der ersten Auferstehung, von den tausend 
Jahren etc., von Joh. 6, von der Gebetsgemeinschaft, von der Schwager- 
ehe, von der Verlobung etc., wirklich das richtige Verstaendnis dieser 
Stellen, also Gottes Wort und damit bindend ist. Wenn Missouri meinen 
sollte, dass bei der Herstellung eines neuen einheitlichen Dokuments in 
diesen und aehnlichen Punkten ein Nachgeben unsererseits und eine An- 
erkennung seiner Auslegung als der einzig moeglichen und darum mit 
Ausschliessung aller anderen allein berechtigten herbeigefuehrt werden 
koennte, dann taeuscht es sich. Oder wenn es meinen sollte, dass Nicht- 
uebereinstimmung in diesen Punkten der Auslegung zwar etliche Jahre 
getragen werden koenne, dann aber Anerkennung seiner herkoemm- 
lichen Auslegung eintreten muesse, dann irrt es ebenso. Gewiss, unsere 
Kirche hat ihre Bereitwilligkeit erklaert, besonders die von jenen be- 
kannten vier oder fuenf Punkten handelnden Schriftaussagen gemein- 
sam mit dem misscurischen Komitee zu studieren, aber die niemals ver- 
schwiegene Voraussetzung war dabei, dass diese Punkte nicht zu den 
kirchentrennenden gehoeren. Wenn man jetzt meinen sollte, dass An- 
erkennung der missourischen Auslegung dieser Schriftaussagen als der 
allein richtigen das Ziel dieses gemeinsamen Studiums sein muesse und 
dass nur bei Erreichung dieses Ziels Kirchengemeinschaft aufgerichtet 
werden koenne, dann treten wir besser in dieses gemeinsame Studium 
und damit in die Fortfuehrung unserer Verhandlungen gar nicht ein. 
Es wird in unserer Kirche neben jenen, die in den genannten und aehn- 
lichen Punkten mit der Schriftauslegung Missouris uebereinstimmen, 
stets solche geben, denen das Wort Gottes hoechste Autoritaet ist so gut 
wie irgendeinem in Missouri, und die bei ihrem Forschen in der Schrift 
doch zu anderem Resultat kommen. Will Missouri, zumal bei den Schrift- 
aussagen, in welchen wir Weissagungen vor uns haben, wirklich be- 
haupten, dass seine Auslegung derselben normativ fuer die ganze 
Kirche ist? Gewiss kann nicht fuer jede Auslegung der betreffenden 
Schriftstellen Raum gewaehrt werden, denn es gibt auch solche, welche 
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der Schriftanalogie zuwider sind, und auch wir erkennen Luthers Wort 
an: ‘Wo die Heilige Schrift etwas gruendet zu glauben, da soll man nicht 
weichen von den Worten, wie sie lauten, noch von der Ordnung, wie sie 
dasteht, es zwinge denn ein ausgedrueckter Artikel des Glaubens, die 
Worte anders zu deuten oder zu ordnen. Was wollte sonst die Bibel 
werden?’ (W. 18, 145,11; 147, 23 ff.) Es wird auch fernerhin in der Ame- 
rikanisch-Lutherischen Kirche Leute geben, welche der Ueberzeugung 
sind, dass man dem Schriftwort am naechsten kommt, wenn man die 
tausend Jahre in Apok. 20 in der Zukunft erwartet, von einer leiblichen 
Auferstehung der Maertyrer redet und den Antichrist als eine Einzel- 
persoenlichkeit der Endzeit fasst. Es wird wohl immer solche geben, 
welche die Schoepfungstage als Perioden verstehen und die Allmaehlich- 
keit der Selbstentfaltung Gottes wie der Entfaltung des Messiasgedankens 
behaupten oder von einer Wirkung des Abendmahls auch auf den Leib 
zu reden wagen. Wir nennen gerade diese Punkte, weil sie teils in der 
Vorlage des Komitees in Fort Wayne erwaehnt, teils in einem in der 
Theologischen Quartalschrift der Wisconsinsynode im Juli erschienenen 
Artikel (S. 216,217) ausgefuehrt sind. In bezug auf die Frage, ob die 
Schrift solche absolute Uebereinstimmung in allen Punkten des Glau- 
bens und der Lehre verlangt, verweisen wir auf unsere Ausfuehrungen 
in dem Heft: In the Interest of Lutheran Union, S. 34 ff. Hier wieder- 
holen wir: Wenn absolute Uebereinstimmung in diesen und aehnlichen 
Punkten zur Bedingung der Kirchengemeinschaft gemacht werden soll, 
dann waere es besser, man wuerde keine neuen Verhandlungen be- 
ginnen. Dann muesste Missouri aber auch erst im eigenen Kreis Wandel 
schaffen; oder will es andern ein Joch auflegen, das nicht alle seine 
eigenen Glieder tragen brauchen? Was ich im engen Kreis der Komi- 
teesitzungen gesagt habe, wiederhole ich hier oeffentlich: So gebieterisch 
nach meiner Ueberzeugung das Interesse unserer lutherischen Kirche in 
diesem Land eine«gegenseitige Verstaendigung zwischen Missouri und 
uns verlangt und so sehr mein Herz sich danach sehnt, kann es fuer 
mich doch kein Zurueck ueber die Beschluesse von St. Louis und keine 
Anerkennung des Grundsatzes geben, dass Kirchengemeinschaft Einig- 
keit in allen sogenannten Lehrpunkten voraussetzt. Ich habe mich von 
lieben Freunden im eigenen Kreis stark anfechten lassen, weil in un- 
serer Deklaration gesagt ist, dass der Glaube ‘schoepferisch’ im Men- 
schenherzen gewirkt wird; ich habe mich von etlichen anderen einen 
Judas Ischarioth heissen lassen, der das Erbe Iowas preisgegeben habe; 
letzthin schrieb ein mir wirklich teurer Bruder, ‘unter dem Peitschen- 
knall der “falschen Lehre” steckte ich Ohrfeigen ein, die von einem 
Ozean zum andern schallen.’ Das alles tut weh und schneidet tief ins 
Herz; aber es beunruhigte mich nicht auf die Dauer, weil ich meines 
Weges gewiss war; es hob auch die Freundschaft nicht auf, weil ich 
wusste, dass die harten Worte aus treuem Herzen kamen. Aber ein 
Weitergehen ueber die genannten Grenzen hinaus gibt es nicht.” 
After these remarks, in which, as he admits, he has not suppressed 
mention of personal feelings and experiences, Dr. Reu recurs to the 
question which he has set out to answer. “Muessen die Verhandlungen 
mit Missouri nun aufhoeren? Jetzt, nachdem ich alles genannt habe, 
was nach meinem Urteil die Fortsetzung erschwert, antworte ich trotz- 





68 Theological Observer — Rirdlicdh-Zeitgefdhidtlides 


dem mit einem entschiedenen Nein. Warum nicht? Aus einem doppel- 
ten Grund: erstens, weil die ueberwaeltigende Majoritaet in Missouri 
Fortsetzung wuenscht und darnach strebt, bestehende Hindernisse fuer 
eine Verstaendigung aus der Welt zu raeumen, und zweitens, weil die 
augenblickliche Situation nicht ohne Verschuldung unsererseits herbei- 
gefuehrt worden ist.” 

Having dwelt on the strong desire expressed by the great majority 
of the Fort Wayne delegates to continue the negotiations, Dr. Reu speaks 
of erroneous utterances in the American Lutheran Church which to 
some extent were responsible for hesitancy manifested by a number of 
members of the Missouri Synod to continue unification efforts. 

“Und dann unsere eigene Schuld an der augenblicklichen Situation. 
Das fuehrt mich auf einen Punkt, ueber den ich am liebsten schweigen 
wuerde, ueber den man aber nun, nachdem er monatelang vor der 
Oeffentlichkeit gelegen und sehr boese gewirkt hat, nicht mehr laenger 
schweigen darf. Es sind editorielle Ausfuehrungen, Briefe und Aufsaetze, 
die in den vier ersten Monaten dieses Jahres im Lutheran Standard, also 
in unserm eigenen Organ, erschienen sind (vergleiche besonders die 
Nummern vom 8. und 22. Maerz und 24. April). Hier lieferten Brueder 
aus unserm eigenen Kreis unsern Gegnern ‘das Pulver gegen uns, das 
diese sonst nicht finden konnten.’ Diese Artikel waren, wie einer in 
Erinnerung an eine gewisse Tatsache aus dem ersten Weltkrieg etwas 
stark gesagt hat, ‘der Dolchstoss in den Ruecken des offiziellen Komi- 
tees’; sie haben mehr als etwas anderes dazu beigetragen, uns in Ver- 
ruf zu bringen. 

“Gefaehrlich war es noch nicht, dass im Lutheran Standard zu lesen 
war: ‘By faith the New Testament means dogma (vorher definiert als 
“the dogma of the great creeds”), not detailed systematic theology,’ 
waehrend in Wirklichkeit xiottc im Neuen Testament, wie jeder sorg- 
faeltige Leser desselben weiss, ganz selten Dogma, Glaubenslehre (fides 
quae creditur) bedeutet, sondern fuer gewoehnlich etwas Subjektives, 
Glaubenszuversicht (fides qua creditur) ist. Unter all den zirka 240 
Stellen, in denen sich das Wort im Neuen Testament findet, sind es bloss 
zwei oder drei, in denen es im objektiven Sinn verwendet ist (Gal. 1, 23; 
Roem. 12,6; Jud.3), und selbst hier wollen viele die objektive Fasssung 
nicht zugestehen. Nun waere ja dieser Satz, so verkehrt er ist, unge- 
faehrlich und wuerde hier ueberhaupt nicht erwaehnt, wenn nicht so 
manch bedenkliche Folgerungen daraus gezogen wuerden, die zugleich 
verraten, dass man nicht genuegend unterschieden hat zwischen dem, 
was der einzelne Christ an Glaubenswahrheit, woran er sich mit 
Glaubenszuversicht haelt, noetig hat, und was die Kirche, die mitten in 
der Geschichte mit ihren Gegensaetzen steht, zur Erfuellung ihres Be- 
rufs auf Erden braucht. 

“Direkt irreleitend sind the Ausfuehrungen ueber die Una Sancta 
und die Tatsache, dass wir Lutheraner viele Lieder und Gebete aus der 
mittelalterlichen und der reformierten Kirche in ihren verschiedenen 
Verzweigungen heruebergenommen haben, in ihrer Anwendung auf die 
Kirchenfrage. Gott sei Dank, dass es eine Una Sancta gibt, und Gott sei 
es geklagt, dass diese Tatsache im praktischen Leben so oft vergessen 
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wird. Es ist die Una Sancta, die wir im dritten Artikel bekennen. Es 
ist die Una Sancta, von der wir im 7. Artikel der Augustana bezeugen: 
‘Es wird auch gelehrt, dass alle Zeit muesse eine heilige christliche Kirche 
(una sancta ecclesia) sein und bleiben.’ Das war Luthers Trost, dass 
es auch in den dunkelsten Zeiten des Mittelalters stets Seelen gegeben 
hat, die an Christus als ihren einzigen Heiland glaubten und damit in 
Wahrheit Glieder seines Leibes, der Kirche, gewesen sind, und er hat von 
ihren Liedern, ihren Melodien, ihren Gebeten Gebrauch gemacht — so- 
gar die Gebete in seinem Kleinen Katechismus sind vom Mittelalter 
heruebergenommen. Melanchthon hat sich in der Apologie aehnlich ge- 
aeussert. Die lutherischen Gebetbuecher aus dem letzten Viertel des 
16. und dem ersten des 17. Jahrhunderts enthalten so viel Material, das 
aus Gebetbuechern des Mittelalters und der Jesuiten (!) herueberge- 
nommen ist, dass jene Schreiber im Lutheran Standard sich verwundern 
wuerden, wenn sie davon etwas wuessten! Diese Lieder, Gebete und 
Erbauungsbuecher sind die besten Beweise dafuer, dass in allen organi- 
sierten Kirchen Menschen zu finden sind, die an Christum als ihren ein- 
zigen Heiland glauben und darum wahre Glieder des Leibes Christi sind. 

“Hat diese Tatsache auch einen Wert fuers praktische Leben? 
Manche, selbst Lutheraner, scheinen das zu verneinen, jedenfalls ist 
ihr tatsaechliches Verhalten gegenueber den Gliedern anderer Kirchen 
eine praktische Verleugnung dieser Tatsache. Ich nenne bloss etliche 
Segnungen, Rechte und Pflichten, die sich daraus ergeben. Die Tatsache 
der Una Sancta zeigt, was fuer eine Kraft doch im Evangelium wohnt. 
Diese Glieder der Kirche haben in ihrer eigenen Kirche, besonders in 
der katholischen, nur duerftige Reste des Evangeliums, und doch diese 
Reste sind kraeftig genug gewesen, um Glauben in ihren Herzen zu 
wirken und ihnen Kraft zu geben, mitten in einer Kirche, in der so 
vieles zu Werkerei und Selbstgerechtigkeit einlud, ein wahrhaft gott- 
gefaelliges Leben zu fuehren. In den Zeiten des Rationalismus und 
Liberalismus war im oeffentlichen Gottesdienst nur wenig vom Evan- 
gelium uebriggeblieben, aber in den Haeusern waren noch die alte Bibel, 
alte Gesang- und Gebetbuecher, und durch deren fleissigen Gebrauch 
wurden Gott Kinder geboren ‘wie der Tau aus der Morgenroete. In 
Russland ist die organisierte Kirche vollstaendig zerstoert, aber die Una 
Sancta ist noch da, und die Pforten der Hoelle werden sie nicht ueber- 
waeltigen. Was unter Ahabs Zeiten zu Elias gesagt worden ist von den 
sieben Tausend, findet auch heute noch immer wieder seine Erfuellung. 
In der reformierten Kirche mit ihrer Lehre von der doppelten ewigen 
Praedestination gibt es viele Glieder, die heute noch genug von der 
Universalitaet der Gnade wissen, dass sie nicht verzweifeln brauchen, 
und trotz des starken legalistischen Zugs in ihrer Mitte gibt es doch 
noch viele Seelen, welche sich dessen getroesten, was Paulus von der 
Freiheit gepredigt hat, zu der uns Christus befreit hat. Und was fuer 
einen Unterschied in meinem Verhalten zu Christen anderer Kirchen 
bringt es mit sich, wenn mir die Una Sancta eine Tatsache ist! Wenn 
ich einem Katholiken begegne, vergesse ich gewiss nicht die Tatsache, 
dass er Glied einer falschglaeubigen Kirchenorganisation ist, von der 
ich mich prinzipiell geschieden weiss; aber ich rechne auch stets mit 
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der Moeglichkeit, dass er trotzdem einer ist, der auf Gottes freie Gnade 
traut und zu den Schafen Jesu Christi gehoert. Noch mehr so natuer- 
lich, wenn ich mit einem Glied einer der reformierten Kirchen zusam- 
menkomme, und bei wie vielen Christen, die Glieder von liberalen 
Kirchen sind, kann man dieselbe Erfahrung machen; wie oft wirkt da 
noch nach, was sie einst im konservativen Haus eingesogen haben und 
auf Grund wovon sie sich vieles, was der liberale Prediger verkuendigt, 
noch im biblischen Sinn zurechtlegen! 


“Was ergibt sich nun daraus fuer unsere Kirchenfrage? Ergibt sich 
daraus etwa, dass ich mit demselben Recht, mit dem ich ein Lied von 
einem reformierten Verfasser singe oder eines Gebetes mich bediene, 
das aus einem mittelalterlichen oder roemisch-katholischen Gebetbuch 
stammt, nun auch gottesdienstliche Gemeinschaft mit der betreffenden 
Kirche pflegen und in allerlei Formen von Kooperation mit ihr eintreten 
kann? Nimmermehr. Das, was bei jenem Lied oder Gebet nicht vor- 
handen ist, ist hier gerade vorhanden. Jenes Lied oder Gebet ist Aus- 
druck des Heilsglaubens und mit keinem Irrtum vermischt. Das haben 
ihre urspruenglichen Verfasser nicht gesungen oder gebetet, insofern sie 
Katholiken oder Reformierte waren, sondern insofern sie Christen, Glie- 
der am Leibe Jesu waren. Insofern weiss ich mich mit ihnen eins und 
kann ihre Worte in meinen Mund nehmen. Diese Worte sind an keine 
Person noch historische Groesse gebunden. Das aber ist gerade in 
meinem Verkehr mit den lebenden Christen dieser oder jener Kirche 
der Fall. Die Glaeubigen darin kommen immer nach zwei Seiten in 
Betracht: als Glieder der Una Sancta und als Glieder einer bestimmten 
empirischen Konfessionskirche. Insoweit sie das erste sind, weiss ich 
mich mit ihnen eins; soweit sie das zweite sind, weiss ich mich von 
ihnen geschieden. Solange sie als Katholiken oder als Reformierte beten, 
kann ich nicht mit ihnen beten; solange sie es als Glieder am Leibe 
Jesu Christi tun, stehe ich mit ihnen auf einem Grund und kann mit 
ihnen vor Gott als unsern gemeinsamen Vater treten und mit ihnen zu 
ihm beten. Es kann sogar in gewissen Lagen meine Pflicht werden, mit 
ihnen zu beten, um mich vor der Welt zu ihnen als Christen zu be- 
kennen. Wird dagegen mein Gebet mit ihnen von ihnen als Ueberein- 
stimmung mit ihrer Lehre angesehen, so beten sie eben nicht als Christen, 
sondern als Angehoerige einer bestimmten organisierten Kirche, und da- 
mit hat mein Recht, mit ihnen zu beten aufgehoert. Ist nun ein solcher 
Unterschied noch moeglich, wenn man es mit einzelnen Christen zu tun 
hat, so kann er beim Gottesdienst der Gemeinde nicht gemacht werden, 
denn diese versammelt sich in ihrem Gotteshaus als historisch be- 
stimmte organisierte Gemeinde, die entweder katholisch oder reformiert 
ist und gerade im Gottesdienst, in ihrer Liturgie, in ihrer Predigt etc. 
ihren konfessionellen Charakter ausspricht. Das schliesst die Moeglich- 
keit dieser Unterscheidung aus und damit gottesdienstliche Gebetsge- 
meinschaft mit ihnen. Wenn darum im Lutheran Standard vom 19. April 
(S.6) gesagt wurde: ‘Since the Church is one, we can pray with all who 
acknowledge Christ as Lord, whether our prayer be private or public’ 
und der Ausdruck ‘public’ nicht naeher definiert wurde, so musste es 
sich der Verfasser gefallen lassen, dass ein so massvoller Kritiker wie 





Ts a ~ a 


Fad 


a ee ee es 


~~ ES lhlUcLlhlCU 


inline deca onan ee ee eae 


Theological Observer — Sirdhlic)-Beitge[dhidjtlides 71 


Dr. Arndt von St. Louis schrieb: “That is one of the most sweeping 
sentences on prayer-fellowship which we have seen. If his brethren 
in the American Lutheran Church tried to practice what is here laid 
down, the author himself, we imagine, would stand aghast. Let him 
visualize one of his associates appearing in a Congregationalist Church 
some Sunday morning and there speaking the chief prayer! His prin- 
ciple as enunciated above would permit such a course (Con. THEOL. 
Monruty, June, p. 470). 

“Aber die Sache wird noch betruebender. Man hat naemlich selbst 
an der Galesburger Regel geruettelt. Im Lutheran Standard (19. April, 
S.7) naemlich wurden wir daran erinnert, dass die Galesburg Regel in 
ihrer urspruenglichen, zu Akron (1872) angenommenen Form drei Teile 
gehabt und so gelautet hat: 1. ‘The Rule is: Lutheran pulpits are for 
Lutheran ministers only; Lutheran altars are for Lutheran communicants 
only. 2. The exceptions to this rule belong to the sphere of privilege, 
not of right. 3. The determination of the exceptions is to be made in 
consonance with these principles by the conscientious judgment of the 
pastors, as the cases arise,’ und dass dann 1875 in Galesburg besonders 
der erste Teil nachdrucksvoll betont wurde. Das ist richtig, bloss absolut 
nichts Neues. Aber wozu wird jetzt an diese Tatsache erinnert und nicht 
einmal die Erklaerung Dr. Krauths ueber diese Ausnahmen erwaehnt? 
Doch nur um diese Regel unter uns einzuschraenken oder um das 
Handeln derer zu rechtfertigen, die sich erlauben, Ausnahmen zu machen. 
Es ist dabei bloss uebersehen, dass alle die drei Koerper, welche jetzt 
unsere Kirche ausmachen, von jeher auf dem ersten der drei Punkte ge- 
standen haben, und dass die Minneapolis Thesen, die nach der Ver- 
schmelzung der drei Koerper von uns angenommen worden sind, von 
Ausnahmen nichts wissen. Wir sind also, wenigstens vorlaeufig, an 
diesen ersten Punkt der Galesburg Regel gebunden; er bildet fuer uns 
die ganze Galesburg Regel. Gewiss, im Lutheran Standard wird nicht 
ausdruecklich gesagt, dass man den Ausnahmen das Wort reden will, 
aber in einem Artikel ueber den Unionismus in der gegenwaertigen 
Situation muss diese ausfuehrliche Mitteilung zur Lockerung der unter 
uns bestehenden Regel fuehren oder fuehren sollen. Ganz besonders weh 
hat es uns getan, dass auch in bezug auf das Abendmahl auf die Moeg- 
lichkeit von Ausnahmen der Galesburg Regel hingewiesen wurde (‘Can 
a member of another Christian Church receive Communion in the Lu- 
theran Church? Here opinion is divided. Some say that according to 
the Galesburg Rule this is out of the question. Others point out. that 
every rule has exceptions and that it is the Lord’s Table, not ours!’). 
Am meisten weh tut uns dabei die Begruendung. Genau so hat die alte 
Generalsynode geredet. Wollen wir auf deren Niveau hinuntersinken? 
Kein Wunder, dass Missouri stutzig geworden ist. 

“Doch zu unserer eigenen Demuetigung muss ich es gestehen, dass 
im Lutheran Standard noch anderes zu lesen ist. Da weist einer unter 
Heranziehung des Romanschriftstellers Paul Ernst auf die gegenwaertige 
Lage der evangelischen Kirche Deutschlands hin (22. Maerz, S.3) und 
prophezeit, dass nach dem Krieg eine neue Kirche in Deutschland ent- 
stehen wird. ‘It may not be Catholic, but it will certainly not be either 
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Lutheran in the old sense nor Protestant in the Calvinistic sense.’ In- 
folge davon werden wir Lutheraner in Amerika bald doch recht einsam 
uns vorkommen. ‘We may then very easily be confronted with the 
choice between a rapprochement to Catholiscism or a merging with 
Calvinism.’ Dann heisst es weiter: ‘For any of us, in such times as these, 
to quibble over theories of inspiration and various formulations of the 
doctrine of election, not to speak of open questions, is no less a disaster 
than was the session of the synod of the Russian Orthodox Church 
which met in Petrograd in 1917 to discuss the color of vestments at the 
very time when, six blocks away, the Kerenski revolution set the stage 
for atheistic Communism.’ Dass die Zeit ernst genug ist, auch fuer 
unsere lutherische Kirche in Amerika, ist gewiss, und dass es da gilt, 
die Zeit nicht mit unnoetigem Streit und Zank zu fuellen, sondern viel 
Ernsteres zu tun, das ist ebenso wahr und muss immer wieder betont 
werden; aber weiss der Schreiber denn gar nichts davon, dass es Mis- 
souri und uns ums Wort Gottes und sein Verstaendnis geht, und dass 
das Wort Gottes die hoechste Majestaet ist, die es auf Erden gibt? 

“Wenn solche Gedanken bei uns Heimatrecht bekommen sollen, dann 
muss sich nicht nur Missouri, sondern auch der konservative Teil in der 
Vereinigten Lutherischen Kirche besinnen, ob er mit uns in Verbindung 
treten will; die alte Generalsynode aber und ihre heutigen Vertreter, 
wo immer sie sein moegen, moechten uns als Fleisch von ihrem Fleisch 
und Bein von ihrem Bein erkennen. Ich meine, unsere Schuld an der 
augenblicklichen Situation ist gross genug, dass sie uns antreiben sollte, 
die Verhandlungen mit Missouri fortzusetzen.” 


Every paragraph of this article reminds us of the importance of the 
decisions which the conservative Lutheran Church in our country has to 
make. Let the article be prayerfully studied by individuals and con- 
ferences. To make this possible, we have reprinted the greater part of it. 

A. 


Membership Losses. — When Pastor S. Michael, the statistician of our 
Synod, in an article which appeared in the Lutheran Witness, had pointed 
out that in 1940 Synodical Conference churches lost 1.02 per cent. of the 
baptized membership through withdrawal, excommunication, and re- 
moval without being transferred, the editor of the Lutheran Standard 
voices a criticism. He complains that Synodical Conference churches 
regard as losses all those people who leave their fold in order to join 
the church of another Lutheran body. He holds that in such cases the 
loss is merely a “paper loss.” At the same time he complains that pastors 
of the Missouri Synod refuse to give their members transfers to con- 
gregations of the American Lutheran Church, etc. It is very true that 
if members leave our Church and join a congregation where the true 
Lutheran doctrine is preached and their souls are taken care of properly, 
the loss is merely a “paper loss.” But the editor of the Lutheran Standard 
should not be vexed at the practice of Synodical Conference pastors. 
These men wish to be conscientious in their dealings and not anticipate 
the action of their body with respect to the establishment of fellowship. 
It is a desire to observe orderly procedure which induces Synodical 
Conference ministers to follow this unpopular course. A. 
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All books reviewed in this periodical may be procured from or through Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 


A Harmony of the Gospels. The fourfold Gospel with brief explanatory 
notes based on the King James Version. By Adam Fahling, 
Pastor Martini Ev. Lutheran Church, Detroit, Mich. Zondervan 
Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 237 pages, 6x94. Price, 
$3.00. ; 

Our brother Pastor Fahling, author of “The Life of Christ” and 
other volumes, has in this new production given us a very useful, 
serviceable work. Every student of the New Testament knows how 
important it is for him to possess a harmony of the Gospels. In the 
second century of our Christian era such a harmony was compiled by 
Tatian, of which only in recent years the modern age through arche- 
ological discoveries has obtained a fairly accurate conception. A century 
and a half later the father of church history, Eusebius, drew up his 
famous ten canons, in which all the Gospel passages which treat the 
same material are indicated and numbered so that the reader is enabled 
quickly to find the parallel passages for a certain account, if there are 
such. In our own days quite a number of harmonies of the Gospels 
have appeared. Many of them, like the one bearing the name Broadus 
and A.T. Robertson, have attained great popularity. 

To draw up a harmony of the Gospels which is satisfactory, one 
must be well acquainted with the story of Jesus and have grappled 
with the various historical and chronological questions which confront 
the students in this sphere. Through his important work “The Life of 
Christ” Pastor Fahling has furnished evidence that he is admirably 
equipped for the task which he set out to do in this new volume. 
To give the reader of this journal an idea of the make-up of this book, 
let us say that the story of Jesus as presented in the four Gospels is 
here given in chronological sequence. Wherever the accounts treat of 
the same incident, they are printed in parallel columns, Matthew being 
given the place to the extreme left, John to the extreme right, Mark 
and Luke between the other two. A unique feature of this work is 
that “a distinctive type face has been employed for the individual 
Gospels” so that “the student can readily see from which particular 
Gospel the section or paragraph was taken.” The various events or 
episodes are numbered, and a descriptive heading identifies them. The 
Harmony is divided into 37 chapters, a division which certainly aids 
the student in obtaining a clear conception of the order of events in 
our Savior’s earthly life. Special features which should be noted are 
the numerous footnotes, in which special problems are briefly dis- 
cussed, and an appendix, containing a list of the distinctive miracles of 
Jesus, the parables of our Lord, the distinct predictions of Christ per- 
taining to His death and resurrection, the Sabbath controversies of 
‘esus Christ, busy days in His ministry, the genealogy of Christ, the 
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family of Jesus, the comparative view of dates assigned to the birth, etc., 
of Christ, a bibliography, and an index of the passages constituting the 
body of the Harmony. As to the special views which have a bearing 
on the arrangement found, one might mention that Pastor Fahling says, 
“It seems that large portions of Matthew and also sections of Luke are 
topical. rather than strictly chronological” (p.3). The King James 
Version of the English Bible is employed. The unnamed feast of 
John 5:1 is identified as the Passover of A.D. 28. We submit the note 
of Pastor Fahling on the question pertaining to the nature of this feast, 
in order to enable the reader to form an idea of the character of the 
footnotes which mark this volume: “The question cannot be definitely 
decided. Nearly all the Jewish festivals have been mentioned as being 
the unnamed feast of John 5:1. But the opinions are chiefly divided 
between Purim (14 and 15 of Adar, approximately February) and Pass- 
over. Fortunately, for the understanding of the passage it matters 
little which festival one believes it to have been. In our choice of the 
Passover in 28 A.D. we are prompted by the evangelist’s evident pur- 
pose of supplementing the synoptic account of the life of Christ. When 
Jesus departed for Galilee, as reported in John 4:1-3, we are left under 
the impression that the forerunner’s work was still in progress. We be- 
lieve that all the events of John 4 and 5—the Samaritan ministry, 
the healing of the ruler’s son, and the unnamed feast —are to be in- 
serted before Matt.4:12; Mark 1:14; and Luke 4:14.” 

As an interesting point of interpretation we might here put down 
the opinion Pastor Fahling adopts of the meaning of John 4:44. He 
holds that the words of St.John must be interpreted as meaning that 
Jesus for the time being withdrew to Galilee “because in His own 
country (Galilee) He would not likely be too highly honored, on account 
of the prejudices connected with His humble origin and the familiarity 
created by the knowledge of His home surroundings.” This assumes 
that Jesus entered a certain section in order to escape being given 
homage and acclaim. Whatever a person may think of a view like the 
one just mentioned, we wish to express our joy that this valuable book 
has appeared, and we urge our pastors and teachers to purchase it. 

W. ARNDT 
A Pastor Looks at Kierkegaard. The Man and His Philosophy. By Wil- 
liam T.Riviere. Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, 
Mich. 231 pages, 74%2x5. Price, $1.50. 

The Lutheran Herald (April 29, 1941) states “that Kierkegaard is 
more widley read today by intelligent people than perhaps any other 
man, living or dead.” And in our book we read: “Dr. Walter Lowrie 
(Our Concern with the Theology of Crisis, p.11) calls Kierkegaard ‘that 
tremendous Dane who failed to make any impression upon his own 
century and has become the predominant intellectual factor in ours.’ 
That is going too far, but Kierkegaard’s increasing renown and growing 
influence on the Continent ought to make him an object of our interest.” 
What sort of theology did Soeren Kierkegaard (1813—1855) teach accord- 
ing to Dr. Riviere (a Presbyterian pastor)? Kierkegaard was not a 
theologian but a philosopher, a religious philosopher. “He begot a new 
school of philosophy, his sons being the existential philosophers and 
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perhaps the dialectic theologians.” The sum of his philosophy is thus 
expressed by his disciple Karl Barth: “If I have a system, it lies in 
my keeping clearly in view what Kierkegaard called ‘the infinite quali- 
tative distinction (the infinite unlikeness in kind)’ between time and 
eternity, taking this dissimilarity in both its negative and its positive 
aspects.” That means, among other things, that man is utterly unable 
to reach God unless God reaches down to help him. “With a few deft 
strokes Kierkegaard outlines a philosophy of religion which argues 
that the message from God can reach man only through a God-man, 
but immediately he adds that such a message will not be received un- 
less something wrong in the man is made right by superhuman power.” 
There is something wrong in man, radically wrong, and that is the sin- 
fulness of man. And stressing man’s sinfulness and need of divine 
help is the thing (one of the things—remark by the reviewer) which 
the generation of rationalists of Kierkegaard’s time needed and our 
generation of modernists needs. “The greatest stumbling-block — and 


. from how many angles does Kierkegaard approach it!—is that man 


must confess himself a needy sinner.” “Kierkegaard’s name is now 
receiving more and more mention for his appreciation of the human 
predicament. ... Kierkegaard manfully faced the facts of man’s weak- 
ness, helplessness, hopelessness, dread, guilt, anguish. He faced them, 
studied them, made what he could of them, and put his trust in God 
through Jesus Christ. . . . He analyzed sin to see its danger. He 
described sin to bring out, in contrast, both the grace of forgiveness and 
the joy of being forgiven.” (There is nothing in our book to show what 
Kierkegaard taught regarding the real nature of grace and saving 
faith). — Does Kierkegaard understand the real nature of grace and 
of sin? Our book states: “Christianity is a matter of life; it must be 
lived. Luther, says Kierkegaard, was correct when he emphasized faith 
instead of works; but then the next generation took advantage of the 
way Luther slighted James and forgot all about being doers of the 
Word and not hearers only. Christianity must be lived in imitation 
of Christ; and if churches and church leaders do not live Christianity, 
they ought at least to admit their failures. ... Although there may 
be a haziness about our understanding of all the delicate shades of 
Kierkegaard’s thought, on one point he is the most definite of the definite, 
the clearest of the clear, the sharpest of the sharp-pointed, and the 
plainest of the plain. Like the apostle James, he insists that faith must 
show itself by its works. James’s short epistle and the Sermon on. the 
Mount include many of Kierkegaard’s favorite texts.” On sin: “The 
Concept of Dread has been called Kierkegaard’s ‘first entirely serious 
book.’ This book is a study of inherited sin; as we say, of original sin. 
You realize by now that our Dane was too individualistic to believe in 
original sin or even in Kant’s radical evil. It will be a surprise to me 
if I ever find that Soeren Kierkegaard is Pauline enough to admit that 
man is dead in sin; but, synergist though he may be, he sees faith as 
a leap by which one springs out of an old condition and into a new 
range of possibilities.’ — A few more side-lights: “Kierkegaard charged 
that the visible Church and its ministers are characterized by an ab- 
solute lack of Christianity: ‘Christianity is not there.” “He admired 
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Luther and yet not only disagreed with him on some points but also 
wrote violently against him.” “No form of Calvinism would have won 
the full allegiance of this man who could not understand the serpent 
and therefore calmly omitted the serpent from his study of the Fall and 
of original sin.” And he even said this: “To force a child into the dis- 
tinctively Christian categories is an act of violence, no matter how well 
intended.” — Finally, Kierkegaard is hard to understand. “Unlike the 
thought of Descartes, or that of Spinoza or of Kant or Hamilton or 
Spencer, Kierkegaard’s thought cannot be fairly presented in summary 
form, — not even by himself.” This is due partly to “his preference for 
complexity and involvement instead of plain directness. ... He liked 
to hide meanings, too, as well as motives... .” It is due mainly, we 
think, to the state of mind of one who knows something of the enormity 
of sin but has no clear knowledge of saving grace and withal asks 
philosophy to solve his problems and perplexities, a state of mind 
described by Dr. Riviere thus: “But the real life of this remarkable 
man was lived inwardly in that queer, deep, persistent, doubting, trustful, 
contradictory, oscillating, dialectical, despairing, hopeful, active, moving, 
intuitive, reflective, penetrative, discriminating mind of a great genius. 
The reader feels that this modern literary prince of Denmark was both 
sad and glad to be so sad.” — We have presented Dr. Riviere’s view of 
Kierkegaard as well as we could—for Dr. Riviere himself is sometimes 
obscure. We should say that, on the whole, Riviere admires Kierkegaard. 
TH. ENGELDER 

Does God Answer Prayer? By Louise Harrison McCraw. Zondervan 

Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 219 pages, 5%2x7%4. 

Price, $1.00. 

Miss McCraw is a well-known writer of Christian fiction and 
biography. In the volume before us she departs from her usual line 
and presents to Christian readers a well-nigh complete treatise on 
Christian prayer, written with much fervor, convincing assurance, per- 
sonal appeal, and manifestly out of rich and deep experiences of her 
own prayer-life. There are in all twenty-two chapters, bearing such 
titles as these: “Getting Ready to Pray”; “The First Prayer in the Day”; 
“Taking into Account Our Enemies”; “Prayer and the Bible”; “Praying 
for the Salvation of Souls”; “How Can We Be Sure We Are Asking 
According to His Will?”; “Two 'Things That Give Us Confidence”; etc. 
We recommend this study in Christian prayer, even though at times the 
reader will differ from what is said. Only a very sincere and devout 
believer could pen experiences as rich as those reported in this book. 

J. THEODORE MUELLER 
George Muller, the Man of Faith. By Basil Miller. Zondervan Pub- 
lishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 159 pages. Price, $1.00. 

This is a biography of the “English Francke,” who, starting out 
without a penny, in 64 years built in Bristol five large orphan homes, 
housed 10,000 orphans, gave aid through week-day and Sunday-schools 
to 150,000 children, circulated 2,000,000 Bibles and parts of Bibles, 
3,000,000 other books and tracts, besides giving sums for missionary 
labors in all lands; spending a sum of $7,244,800; all this, he emphasizes, 
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entirely without solicitation, getting all of it by prayer.—The account 
is so brief that the style is abrupt and not appealing. The tone of the 
narrative is not always good, speaking of prayer almost as a sort of 
routine business with God, a huckstering with Him: So much prayer 
for so much money. There are things for which Mueller (that is his 
name; he was a Prussian) stood that you cannot sanction, wrong views 
on Baptism, absolute refusal of a fixed salary and of saving for the 
future as unchristian, condemning the contracting of debts under any 
conditions, etc. Yet you may find the reading of the book stirring; I did. 
THEO. HOYER 
The Greatest Men of the Bible. By Clarence Edward Macartney. 
Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, Nashville, Tenn. 222 pages, 544x7%. 
Price, $1.50. 

The first thing we must look for in reviewing a religious book is 
whether the author believes in the vicarious atonement. Dr. Macartney, 
minister of the First Presbyterian Church in Pittsburgh, has that good 
reputation. In the preface of his book he says, “Early in my first 
pastorate, at the First Presbyterian Church, Paterson, New Jersey, I made 
the important homiletic discovery that the people like to hear sermons 
on Bible characters and that the preacher can preach on Bible characters 
more naturally, fluently, and practically than on any other subject. 

“T recall what I heard a man of taste and distinction once say about 
his minister, who was an able man and preached carefully prepared 
sermons. This member of his congregation went regularly to church and 
waited faithfully on the preaching, the merit of which he freely ac- 
knowledged. But he said he would have much preferred that his 
minister, instead of laboring to be profound, or quoting other writers or 
speakers, or commenting on national and international affairs, had 
taken the old stories and the old characters of the Bible and with 
that for a start drawn some wholesome and timely lesson.” (Pp.5,6.) 

Yes, speaking on the “old stories and the old characters of the 
Bible” makes for ‘profitable preaching. Our pastors will find much 
good thought and suggestive sermon material in Macartney’s book. He 
gives character sketches of the following men of the Bible: Paul, David, 
Moses, John, Peter, Abraham, Joseph, Isaiah, Elijah, Samuel, John the 
Baptist, Jeremiah, Daniel, Joshua, and Job. J.H.C. Frrrz 


The Soul-Winner’s Fire. By Evangelist John R. Rice. The Sword of the 
Lord Publishers. Wheaton, Ill. 127 pages. Price, 20 cts. 

The author describes the eight addresses on soul-winning con- 
tained in this brochure as “messages intended to fire the hearts of 
God’s people and send them out with tears and holy passion to rescue 
the lost and bring them to know a crucified and risen Savior in for- 
giveness, peace, and eternal salvation.” There is much truth in this 
striking characterization. The sermons on soul-winning are sincere, 
earnest, direct, and convincing appeals for soul-winning, from which 
also those can learn who do not fully agree with the author. The titles 
treated are: “He That Winneth Souls Is Wise”; “God’s Way in Soul 
Winning”; “The Compassionate Heart”; “The Soul-Winner’s Fire”; 
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“Praying for Revival”; “Evangelistic Preaching”; “The Soul-Winner’s 
Feet”; “Unsaved Brothers.” The writer is a Baptist Fundamentalist 
and clearly professes the verbal inspiration of the Bible, the deity of 
Christ, His blood atonement, and salvation by faith in Christ. His lan- 
guage is popular and, in general, dignified, though occasionally he 
makes use of slang. The book was published by the Bible Institute Col- 
portage Association in their 20-cent series, but 5,000 copies were made 
for the author with his imprint. J. THEODORE MUELLER 


Faith Is the Answer. By Smiley Blanton, M.D., and Norman Vincent 
Peale, D.D. Published by Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, New York. 
223 pages, 542x8. Price, $2.00. 


Pastoral Psychology. By Karl R.Stolz, Ph.D. D.D. Published by 
Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, New York. 284 pages, 53%4x8%4. 
Price, $2.50. 

The flood of books on psychology, particularly pastoral psychology, 
has scarcely abated. Here is a recent book written by a pastor and a 
physician, and a revised edition of a book written in 1932 by the Dean 
of the Hartford School of Religious Education. We find pages upon 
pages of informative and instructive material. We learn about com- 
plexes and conflicts, about responses and adjustments, about the hidden 
energy of the mind and the power of faith. Blanton, the physician, 
tells us, 

“Forgotten memories can retain their powerful hold in a peculiar 
way because the unconscious is timeless. It does not record the passing 
of events in the way the conscious mind does. Impulses repressed into 
the unconscious during infancy remain just as powerful after half 
a century as they were the day they were received” (p. 48). 

This is part of the truth voiced in that mysterious word uttered almost 
3,000 years ago by Solomon, “God hath set eternity (not: the world) in 
their heart,” Eccl.3:11. There is a good deal of truth in what Pastor 
Peale says, 

“It is rarely possible to drive an idea from the mind merely by 
determining to do so, regardless of the strength of will which may be 
employed. Such a direct frontal attack is rarely successful, for that 
method only serves to fix the thought more firmly on the idea to be 
expelled, due to the emphasis laid upon it. The effective attack is an 
oblique one, displacing the sex urge by filling the mind with other 
engrossing interests. This cannot be done by mental effort alone, for 
thoughts are vagrant and not easily subjected to discipline and orderly 
control. The youth must energetically utilize physical, emotional, and 
mental energy in some activity of a worth-while nature. To the person 
under strong temptation this method may seem innocuous, but a sin- 
cere and persistent effort of this sort is sufficient. It does capture the 
interest and correspondingly abates temptation” (p. 200 ff). 

A pastor ought to remember that when asked for advice in such 
cases. There are valuable suggestions in Prof. Stolz’s chapters on Per- 
sonality Types, Reconstruction of Adults, Pastoral Counseling, and 
others. But neither Pastor Peale, nor Physician Blanton, nor Dean 
Stolz seems to know that the “pastoral psychology” and the “faith” they 
are presenting is not the Christian faith nor the psychology of a 
Christian pastor. Dean Stolz tells us, 
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“The emotional emphasis has been shifted to the ethical love 
which Christ Himself both commended and exemplified. It is psycho- 
logically significant that ethical love has a rich emotional content. 
It brings all things under subjection to itself. We love Christ because 
he first loved an undeserving, albeit needy, world. On the Cross, so 
far from offering a sacrifice of blood and life to a vengeful deity, Christ 
lays bare the ethical love of the universe and demonstrates a passion 
for men which is stronger than death. Small wonder that Paul 
exclaims, ‘The love of Christ constraineth us.’ Loyalty to Christ moves 
in the direction of ethical power. Ethical love for Christ motivates 
not only sanity and sobriety but also active good will and intelligent 
social sympathy. Cynicism, skepticism, mockery, and cold-hearted 
criticism do not originate action which enlarges the individual or 
benefits society. ‘Perfect love casteth out fear’ and begets that con- 
fidence and assurance which makes personality reconstruction psy- 
chologically possible.” (P.112.) 


Pastor Peale informs us, 


“One element in the adventure of self-discovery is to become aware 
of our innate goodness. Whether you are prepared to admit it or not, 
you are a good person basically. No man can go far in unworthy living 
without provoking the increasing protests of the finer self. It is im- 
possible for any man long to escape the relentless challenge of the 
great personality in his soul. ... In every weak person there is a 
strong person. In every evil person is a good person. In every de- 
feated person is a victorious person. To become aware of this nobility 
and power within ourselves is to know and to be able to practice the 
Art of Living.” (Pp. 54,55.) 

“Indeed, religion may be regarded as the formal statement of an 
instinctive good in human nature which is as natural as hunger.” (P.107.) 


And Physician Blanton states, 


“There is a precept inherent in all religious teaching, that, if an 
individual seeks to better his life, there is definitely a way to do it. 
First, there must be a conviction of sin, or wrong-doing. Second, there 
must be repentance, or a desire to lead a better life. Third, restitu- 
tion must be made to whoever has been injured or treated badly. 
Fourth, there must be atonement, self-punishment of some kind or 
other. Finally, the average person arrives at the point where he feels 
forgiven. He is then able to take up life again. Obviously, no one 
can go through life carrying the ever-mounting burden of a disapprov- 
ing conscience.” (P.93 f.) 


He adds, 


“Inability to arrive at a sense of forgiveness for unconscious im- 
pulses often results in morbid states of mind. Individuals who are 
virtuous and kind are sometimes completely possessed by a sense of 
guilt which they cannot shake off or repent away. They need to 
learn the workings of the unconscious mind which develops this 
morbid sense of guilt that makes them so unhappy. Without this 
understanding, religion is often of no avail.” (P.95.) 


In order to rid oneself of this morbid state of mind, Pastor Peale 
advises, 

“Go to your minister or your priest or your rabbi or to your 
psychiatrist and unburden yourself. Tell everything that is on your 


heart, including your sins, real and imaginary, the haunting sense of 
guilt, and every suppressed desire. This confession, this unburdening 
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of yourself, will throw sunlight into every dark corner of the mind, 
drive out the shadows, bring blessed relief, and open the way for 
complete healing of the malady of anxiety.” (P. 78.) 

We ask, will such a confession rid us of sin and guilt of sin? 
A psychology such as this, if applied to a patient, may relieve his 
mind, may improve his physical condition, or effect a complete cure 
of certain ailments; it may even lull the conscience into a feeling of 
peace and succeed in silencing, at least for a while, perhaps for a 
lifetime, its accusing voice. One thing this psychology cannot do. 
It cannot take away one single sin, and sin still remains an infraction 
of God’s commandment which damns, and damns eternally, unless it 
is removed by the blood of Jesus Christ, God’s Son, which cleanses 
us from all sin. This is the only way to get rid of sin, Acts 4:12. All 
other remedies may afford some temporal relief but will utterly fail 
to save man from the wrath to come. We are sorry that the authors 
refuse to recommend this remedy and directly reject it as outmoded. 
This antagonism against the saving blood of Jesus marred the enjoy- 
ment experienced in reading the two volumes. Tu. LAETSCH 


Dictatorship in Pulpit and Pew. By J.E.Conant, D.D., Th.D. Pub- 
lished by Fundamental Truth Publishers, Findlay, Ohio. 36 pages, 
5%xT%. Price, 20 cts. 

Writing from the Reformed viewpoint, the author registers his 
protest against the usurpation of authority contrary to God’s Word on 
the part of both pastor and people. He puts too much stress on the 
direct instruction of the Holy Spirit (pp. 11, 20, 25, etc.) and forgets that 


real unity of spirit can be attained only through the means of the 
written Word of God, through which the Spirit reveals God’s will to 
mankind, a truth which the author himself teaches on page 28, but at 
times seems to forget. Our readers may find some useful arguments 
against usurping authority in the Church. Tu. LAETSCH 


BOOKS RECEIVED 
From Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich.: 
What About Church Suppers? By Pastor Johannes Hoifjeld. 
72 pages, 542X7%. Published by the author. Price, 50 cts. 


Significant Women of the Bible. By A. C. Pease. 135 pages, 544x7%%. 
Price, $1.00. 








